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[AW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 
EstTasBiisHED 1853. 000 


Debentures and Debenture Stock a ae od £208,130 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 
Proposal Forms and full information may be had at the Society's Offices. 

W. OSCAR NASH, F.1.A., Actuary and Secretary. 


COMMERCIAL UNION 
ASSURANCE CO., LIMITED, 
NOW ISSUES FIDELITY GUARANTEE BONDS 
Which are univ-rsally accep‘ed. 

MODERATE RATES TOGETEER WITH PROMPTITUDE 
TOTAL ASSETS EXCEED £5,000,000. 
HEAD OFFICE: 24/28, CORNHILL, E.°. 

FIRE, LIFE, MARINE, AND ACCIDENT. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 


SOCIETY, LIMITED, 
tUBSGCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
RESERVE FUND - £115,000. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LuNACY 
Bonps, MorTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C 


Capital ... 








HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C, 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 4 


LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOS8 OR FORFBITURB OF THR LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtaimed on application to 
fHF LICENSES INSItRANCE CORPORATION AN 
GUARANTEE FUNL, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. — 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 

















ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - - - : - £ 3,000,000 
INCOME - - - - - £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - : - £1,000,000 


BUSINESS IN FORCE -_ - £11,700,000 


HE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrirnovr Prorits. 


_ 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 
“Age | Premium | Age Premium 


Age Premium 
30 116%, | 40 | £2 10%, 











| 20 | £178%, 
£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c.:—Hm. Table of Mortality. 


| 10 yrs. Ee | 80 yrs, | 40 yrs. 


Duration 
$1,438 | 





| 1,794 | £2,061 





_Amount of Policy | £1,199 
Next Bonus as at 3let December, 1901. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tae Krye’s Bence Cause List contains an aggregate of 776 
causes, as against 684 at the commencement of the M:chaelmas 
Si'tings. The aggregate at the Hilary Sittings has stood at 772 
and 768 during the last two years. There are 570 actions for 
trial as compared with 490 at the commencement of the 
Michaelmas Sittings. 





Tue Cuancery Cause List continues at about the same figure 
as at the commencement of the last sittings. There were then 360 
causes and matters, and there are now 351. No doubt the 
lengthened illness of Mr. Justice Byrne accounts for the 
absence of a more substantial reduction ; but it may be remarked 
that although the new arrangement as to witness actions has 
resulted in the clearing off of more of these actions, it does not 
seem to have produced much effect on the general list. There 
are 42 company matters before Wricxt, J. 








| ‘Tue Mary feature of the Cause Lists is the Probate, &c., 
| Division list, which shews 314 causes, composed of 216 probate 
/and divorce causes, and 98 admiralty actions. This division 
has hitherto been remarkable for the way in which the business 
has been kept down, and it remains to be seen how the two 
judges will deal with this heavy list. 





Tue sTaTE of business before the Court of Appeal, as dis- 
closed by the Appeal List for the present sittings, is i 
a scandal. After the long Hilary Sittings, during which one 
would have expected the list to have heen worked down, the total 
appeals number 373, as against 319 at the commencement of the 
last sittings. A year ago there were only 298 appeals in the list, 
and two years only 264. This steady increase of arrears 
is no doubt attributable in part to the absence of members 
of the court on non-judicial duty, but we think it is in no 
small measure due to the liberal allowance of holidays taken 
by the court. At the close of the last Michaelmas Sittings an 
esteemed correspondent furnished us with a record, which he 
said he had compiled from the Weekly Notes and the Times, of 
the days when the courts should have been sitting on which no 
sitting of the Court of Appeal was held. They amounted to 
eight days in one sittings. 





Tux Lord Chief Justice, on Wednesday, referred to applica- 





OFFICES: 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


tions for the postponement of cases. He said that the question 
25 
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had been considered at the meeting of the judges held on 
Tuesday, and they had come to the conclusion that applications 
for postponement had of late become too numerous and had 
been too freely granted. Although, said the learned lord, we 
are glad to do all we can to meet the convenience of counsel, we 
have decided that for the future, except where good cause is 
shewn to the judge to whom the application is made, and 
approved by him, any case in which a postponement is required 
will be placed at the bottom of the week’s list. 





THE UNDERLYING principle of the order 14 procedure, says a 
correspondent, is that a plaintiff with a bond fide case ought to be 
able to obtain a cheap and expeditious remedy without being 
handicapped by the frivolous and dilatory methods of a defendant 
without a defence. But it is hardly surprising that defendants 
as a class do not share in the enthusiasm of plaintiffs for this 
procedure, which may, and in fact often does, bear very hardly 
in practice on a defendant who can disclose facts entitling him to 
defend. In such cases a practice has grown up of making pay- 
ment into court of the amount claimed a condition precedent to 
permission to defend. It is not always the fault of the defendant 
that he is brought into court, and apart from bis ability to raise 
the amount claimed, it may be highly inconvenient to withdraw 
it from investment, even temporarily. Not infrequently he will 
prefer what he considers the lesser evil, and allow judgment to 
go by default. It cannot, of course, be contended that in all 
cases unconditional leave to defend should be given; but where 
a defendant can shew facts which may amount to a defence, the 
inconvenience caused by payment into court may be altogether 
disproportionate to any advantage gained by the plaintiff. The 
Court of Appeal recently gave unconditional leave to defend in 
such a case, and ordered the plaintiff to pay the costs “ here and 
below.” The late Lord CoLzRrmncE was strongly opposed to the 
systematic practice of giving leave to defend only on condition of 
payment into court, and it would certainly appear a more 
equitable course if such an order were made the exception and 
not the rule. 





A pornT of some novelty arose in Anderson v. Collinson, decided 
by Lord Atverstonz, C.J., and Lawrzance, J., on the 17th inst. 
In an action for damages for seduction, brought by the mother 
of the girl, the defence was set up that the plaintiff was estopped 
from alleging the paternity of the defendant by reason of the 
decision of quarter sessions in affiliation proceedings which had 
already been taken. In these latter proceedings the parties 
were, of course, the girl and the defendant. The justices had 
adjudged the defendant to be the father, but their order had 
been quashed on appeal to quarter sessions for want of corrobora- 
tive evidence. The present action was tried in a county court 
with a jury, and notwithstanding the point of estoppel and res 
judicata raised by the defendant, the county court judge left 
the case to the jury, who gave a verdict for the plaintiff with 
substantial damages, and judgment was given accordingly. It 
was decided in Reg. v. Glynne (L. R. 7 Q. B. 16) that a similar 
decision of quarter sessious was a bar to further proceedings in 
bastardy before the justices in which additional evidence was 
intended to be adduced, and if the same parties as were parties 
to the bastardy proceedings had been plaintiff and defendant in 
the present action, the defence of estoppel would possibly have 
been held to be well founded. But as the present plaintiff was 
no party to the former proceedings, the court held that there 
was nothing to oust the ordinary rule (of which Jenkyn v. Jenkyn, 
5 W. RB. 43, is an examplé), and that the plaintiff was not 
estopped. The judgment of the county court judge was 
therefore upheld. A further ground for upholding his decision 
does not appear to have been referred to in the arguments or 
judgment. There being no evidence to corroborate the mother, 
the quarter sessions were precluded by statute (35 & 36 Vict. 
c. 75), s. 4, from adjudging the defendant to be the father. 
Their decision was, therefore, not a decision that he was not iu 
fact the father, and that question was left entirely open. 





Waar arrzans to be a new principle, or at any rate one 


actions for damages for personal injuries founded on negligence 
have been brought, was enunciated by the Court of Appeal this 
week in Robinson v. W. H. Smith §& Son (Times, 17th 
April). A boy of twelve years old in the employ of the 
defendants was injured while crossing the metals on his way to 
get papers from another platform. The boy was in the habit of 
crossing, and had not been warned not to cross, the metals, but 
there was a footbridge and the usual notice to passengers to 
cross by it alone. The boy was fully aware of the dangerous 
nature of his employment. The county court judge nonsuited 
the plaintiff on the ground that there was no evidence of 
negligence. A Divisional Court held that there was evidence of 
negligence for the jury, since the employment was a dangerous 
one, in regard to which a duty was thrown upon the defendants 
of takivg special care. But the Court of Appeal, in supporting 
that decision, relied on what, it is suggested, is a new principle— 
namely, that ‘‘the duty which the master owes to a child is 4 
superior duty to that which he owes to a man.” Apparently 
this amounts to saying that the maxim volenti non fit injuriais 
not applicable in the case of children. This is surely a novel 
doctrine. It may be, and often is, desirable that children 
should be specially protected, but such protection has generally 
been given by the Legislature and not by their special exemption 
from any of the established maxims of the common law, 
Probably what is really meant is, that the evidence which in the 
case of an adult would satisfy a jury that the dangerous 
character of the employment was fully known to and appreciated 
by the adult, would have to be much stronger in the case of a 
child. Therefore, the employer must clearly prove that the child 
appreciated the danger, and, if it was not explained to him and 
@ proper warning was not given, then, although the danger 
would be obvious to an adult, there will be evidence for the 
jury in the case of a child that the employer was negligent. 
The duty which is owed in each case is the same. But stronger 
evidence will be necessary in the one case than in the other that 
such duty was performed. 





QuITE RECENTLY, in commenting in these columns upon a case 
in which the question had been raised of the power of a publican 
to eject a person from licensed premises, we referred to the 
judgment of Ketty, C.B., in Regina v. Rymer (25 W. R. 415, 
2 Q. B. D. 136), in which he pointed out the great difference 
between an inn and a mere tavern. In a tavern, he said, no one 
has a right to insist on being served any more than in any other 
shop. It is also made clear that, even if the place is an inn, the 
proprietor may refuse to serve a person who is not a traveller; 
and further, that if the place is an inn and the would-be 
customer is a traveller, still the publican may refuse to serve him 
for reasonable cause. The case, in fact, simply illustrates the 
common law and shews that it must not be extended beyond 
certain limits. The law is clear that it is an indictable mis- 
demeanour for an innkeeper, without reasonable cause, to refuse 
refreshment to a traveller, and this has been recognized for 
centuries. This week, at Alton, in Hampshire, a person who 
seems to be undoubtedly an innkeeper was charged with 
refusing to serve certain soldiers, who seem to have been as 
clearly travellers. Anyhow, it was not suggested either 
that the defendant was not an innkeeper, or that the soldiers 
were not travellers. The defence, however, was that the 
soldiers were drunk; while the prosecution denied this, and 
alleged that the barmaid who refused to serve the soldiers had 
stated as her reason that she was strictly forbidden by the 
defendant to serve soldiers in uniform. The case has been seat 
for tria], and so, of course, we express no opinion whatever upon 
the facts. As to the law, however, if the soldiers were drunk, 
the innkeeper was certainly right to refuse to serve them. But 
if they were sober, the fact that they were wearing his Majesty’s 
uniform was certainly not ‘‘reasonable cause” for refusing to 
serve them. In fact, if an offence was committed, the putting 
forward of such a reason was rather an aggravation of that 
offence. Whatever may be the truth about the case sub judics, 
there is no doubt that in many licensed places soldiers in uniform 
are treated as these soldiers are said to have been treated. We 
hardly think, however, that an indictment is quite the right 
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at heart, and desire to protect his Majesty’s uniform from 
insult, they have the remedy in their own hands. If the War 
Office, instead of taking criminal p ings, were to oppose 
at the next licensing sessions the renewal of the licence of 
every publican offending in this manner, we venture to say 
little would be heard of these slights to soldiers. 





Tue Court of Appeal have affirmed in Jnman v. Ackroyd & 
Best (Limited) (49 W. R. 369) the judgment of Bruce, J., wit 
respect to the remuneration of directors, and directors serving 
under articles of association as commonly framed are placed in 
the singular position of only being entitled to remuneration in 
apy year when the full year’s service has been completed. This 
view does not seem to have been countenanced by the Court of 
Appeal twelve years ago in Swabey v. Port Darwin Gold Mining 
Co. (1 Megone OC. C. 385), and at any rate, as was determined 
by that case, a company cannot, by altering the rate of re- 
muneration, affect the right of the directors to be remunerated at 
the old rate for the part of the year which has already elapsed. 
The ssme principle would seem to apply whenever a director 
serves for part of a year, but it was decided by Cozzns-Harpy, 
J., in Salton v. New Beeston Cycle Co. (47 W. R. 462; 1899, 
1 Ch. 775) that when the articles provide for the payment of an 
entire sum to the board “in each year,” to be divided as the 
directors shall agree, or in default of agreement equally, no right 
to remuneration arises until the year has been completed. In 
Inman v. Ackroyd & Best (Limited) the articles contained 
a similar provision. The directors were to be paid the sum of 
£125 per annum per director, and such further sums as the 
company might determine, and the same were to be divided 
among the directors according to agreement, or in default of 
agreement equally. Thus, if there were four directors, there 
would be £500 to be divided amongst them, but according to 
the judgment of the Court of Appeal this sum would not be earned, 
and the time for division would not come, until the end of the 
year, so that a director who retired in the course of the year 
could not claim any remuneration. This is opposed to the 
policy of the Apportionment Act, 1870, which expressly applies 
to salaries, and can hardly be justified on the grounds of 
commercial practice. Of course, where a company is in the 
experimental stege it may be quite proper for the directors who 
do not give active attention to the business not to take any 
remuneration at all unless the year’s working justifies it, but in 
general there seems to be no reason why directors’ remuneration 
should not be apportionable just like any other annual payment. 
However, it is a matter of drafting, and articles may easily be 
framed so as to secure this result if it is desired. 





_ Wuene two fields are separated by a hedge and a ditch there 
is a well-known presumption of law as to the ownership of the 
hedge, and prima facie it belongs to the owner of the field which 
it separates from the ditch. ‘No man,” said Lawrence, J., in 
Vowles v. Miller (3 Taunt., p. 138), “ making a ditch can cut 
into his neighbour’s soil ; Sat usually he cuts it to the very 
extremity of his own land. He is, of course, bound to throw the 
soil which he digs out upon his own land, and often he plants a 
hedge Oh the top of it. If he afterwards cuts beyond the edge 
of the ditch, which is the extremity of his land, he cuts into his 
neighbour’s soil and is a trespasser.” Hence both hedge and 
ditch belong to the owner of the field on the other side of the 
hedge from the ditch. This, however, is merely a presump- 
tion of law, and is liable to be rebutted by evidence 
shewing that the hedge really belongs to the owner of the 
field adjacent to the ditch. What evidence will be suffi- 
cient for this purpose formed the subject of the judgment of 
Rootzy, J., in Earl of Craven v. Pridmore (Times, 30th ult.). 
The action was for trespass by the defendants in cutting down 
trees in a boundary fence which the plaintiff claimed to belong 
tohim. The fence had a ditch on one side only—namely, on 
the side of the defendants’ field—and upon the presumption of 
ownership thence arising the plaintiff based his claim. There 
was evidence, however, that the defendants or their predecessors 


had for many years past repaired the fence, and had also on 
several occasions, dating back thirty-one years, cut trees in it, 





and these acts, it was said, were sufficient either to rebut the 
presumption of the plaintiff's ownership, or to give an adverse 
we title to the defendants. The latter point Riwrey, 

- did not find it necessary to decide, as he held that 
the usual presumption was rebutted by the evidence in the case. 
The repair of the fences he regarded as of slight importance, 
this often being done as a matter of convenience without any 
thought of asserting title; but the cutting of trees is a distinct 
act of ownership. It does not appear, indeed, that the plaintiff 


h | and his predecessors were aware of the circumstances, and the 


value of an act of ownership depends largely upon its being 
known to those who are interested in disputing it: see per Lord 
Bracxsurn in Lord Advocate v. Blantyre (4 App. Cas., p. 791). 
Still, even though unknown to the adjoining landowner, it has a 
value as indicating ownership, and especially when it is a question 
of merely rebutting a presumption. Hence, according to the 
decision of Rivtey, J., the plaintiff’s action failed. =. 





Ar tue Dorchester Quarter Sessions last week a matter of - 
some importance to solicitors, and of considerable general 
interest, was brought before the court by the bar. It appears 
that the clerk of the peace, or his partner, occasionally acts as 
prosecuting solicitor in certain cases tried at quarter sessions, 
and the bar asked the court to say that it was improper, or at 
least unadvisable, for either of these gentlemen to so act. The 
fact that the clerk of the peace should ever be called upon to 
act for the prosecution, arises from a state of things probably to 
be found in nearly every county in England. By the Local 
Government Act, 1888, in most cases the clerk of the peace is 
also clerk of the county council, and is appointed and 
removable by the standing joint committee of the county council 
and the quarter sessions. Now, the joint committee is the police 
authority, and as such has control of the police of the county. The 
clerk of the peace, therefore, as a rule, is clerk to the police 
authority, and as such is their legal adviser. Hence, ifa criminal 
case occurs in which the interests of the police are particularly 
involved, or in which the conduct of the police is impugned, it 
seems to be quite common, as well as natural, for the clerk of 
the peace, or more likely his partner, to act for the prosecu- 
tion. At county quarter sessions it is almost invariable 
for two courts to sit simultaneously, and in the second court 
it is usual for a partner of the clerk of the peace to act for that 
officer. The clerk of the peace, when acting as such at quarter 
sessions, is a most important part of the court. He sits as the 
legal adviser of a court which is (presumably) composed of non- 
professional men, and is undoubtedly in a judicial position, for 
on a point of law his ruling is accepted by the court. It is 
difficult to see how under such circumstances a man can sit as 
clerk of the peace and at the same time instruct counsel as 
prosecuting solicitor. There is probable nothing illegal in his 
so acting, but it is manifestly undesirable that any public officer 
should allow himself to fill at the same time two positions the 
duties of which may become sharply antagonistic. prosecutor 
he is bound, within certain limits, to urge a view of the law 
favourable to his clients; as clerk of the peace he is bound to 
form an absolutely impartial and judicial opinion as to the law. 
How can anyone fulfil these two duties in every case in a satis- 
factory manner? Of course it may be that a partner of the 
clerk of the peace acts as prosecuting solicitor, but takes no 
part in the business of quarter sessions. It also happens that 
although some gentleman from the office of the clerk of the 
peace prosecutes at petty sessions on committal to the quarter 
sessions, no further part is taken in the proceedings by any 
member of the firm, but the prosecution is left in the 
hands of the clerk to the justices in the usual course. In 
both these cases, however, _— seems to e = —— — 
of things. Any suspicion of partiality sho scrupulously 
queided, expecially whane the conduct of the police towards the 
public is in question. And it would be very hard to convince 
an accused person that a clerk of the peace was capable of giving 
impartial advice to the court against the interests of his own 
pertner, or contrary to the view he had himself put forward on 
& previous occasion. No doubt many men may be trusted to act 
impartially even under such circumstances, but the man in the 
street will not give anyone credit for so much virtue, and every 
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appearance of evil should be removed from the administration 
of justice. The court at Dorchester expressed an opinion that the 
state of things brought to their notice was unadvisable, and 
intimated that before next sessions some steps would be taken to 
bring about a change. Now that attention has been drawn to 
this matter in so marked a fashion, probably more will be heard 
of it in connection with other counties. 





Ir 1s not an uncommon thing, in these days of more stringent 
bankruptcy laws, to find the ingenuity of persons who wish to 
avoid payment of their debts exercised in making those very laws 
subservient to their purpose. A recent, though not quite novel, 
instance of this is to be found in the case of Re Betts (ante, p. 381). 
The bankrupt had at one time been in enjoyment of a large 
income, but this had been forfeited by reason of his former 
bankruptcy and was being applied by the trustees for the benefit 
of his wife and children. The bankrupt systematically incurred 
debts for sums below £20, thus keeping out of the clutches of 
the criminal law, and as regularly, upon proceedings against 
- him by judgment summons, avoided a committal order by filing 
his own petition. For it was decided in Re Nuthall (8 Morr. 106) 
that no order can be made against a person upon a judgment 
summons while he is a bankrupt, and in Re Painter (43 W. R. 144) 
it was held that the court was not entitled to refuse a receiving 
order merely because the debtor had presented his petition with 
the express view of preventing his committal on a judgment 
summons. Such a system, as was pointed out by Wricur, J., 
in Betts’ case, rendered the bankruptcy law the bankrupt’s 
auxiliary in defrauding his creditors. Fortunately the court 
saw its way to distinguish Re Painter, though on what grounds 
it is not quite clear. Apparently, however, it is a question of 
degree. When pursued as a system, such a line of conduct will 
be an abuse of the process of the court, and no receiving order 
should be made. But in an isolated instance, asin Re Painter, 
it will not afford a ground for giving the debtor the protection 
afforded by the bankruptcy law. 





Tue taw of England, while making a distinction between 
common and aggravated assaults, has awarded no particular 
punishment for assaulting and beating a man in his own house, 
Assaults are, of course, committed in every description of building 
—we believe they have even taken place in the House of Com- 
mons—but the nature of the place where the assault is committed 
does not as a rule increase the penalty. In a case before one of 
the Metropolitan police magistrates about a week ago, the person 
assaulted was at the time of the assault in his own club, and the 
offender was treated with some severity, but he would scarcely 
have fared better if the offence had taken place in the public 
street. Other nations have viewed the matter differently. The 
Roman law regarded an assault as of a grave character either 
from the nature of the act, or the nature of the place in which it 
was done, as in a theatre or the forum. The law of Scotland, 
following, as it would appear, the Roman law, created the offence 
of “‘hamesucken,” beating or assaulting a person within his 
own house. It is stated by the text-writers that the offence 
tends to the disturbance of a man’s peace for the future, inas- 
much as the violence of a ruffian has once been able to reach 
him in that place which is more particularly his own, and which 
the law has carefully fenced for him as his sanctuary. Anyone 
guilty of the crime was liable to the punishment of death and to 
the confiscation of all his moveables. We have been unable to 
find any explanation of this difference between the law of our 
own and other countries. It has always been supposed that an 
Englishman’s home is entitled to particular respect. 








His Honour Judge Snagge, Judge of the Oxfordshire County Court, has, 
says the Daily News, distinguished himself by holding his court in the open 
air. At this week’s sitting, at Thame, he had to decide a case in which 
the question of ancient lights was involved. It being difficult to come to 
a conclusion from the evidence of the witnesses, his honour decided to 
continue the hearing at the place complained of. Forthwith the court 
was adjonrned to the open air, where, under a spreading tree, after having 
viewed the lights in question, he continued to receive the testimony, and 
at length gave his verdict. Rain fell heavily at the time, but it did not 
hinder the administration of justice. 








ESTATE DUTY ON APPOINTED FUNDS. 


In the case of Re Freasure, Wild v.Stanham (1900, 2 Ch. 648), 
Mr. Justice Kzxewicu decided that, where a general power of 
appointment over a fund is exercised by will, the appointed 
fund does not pass to the executor as such. In Re Moore, Moore 
v. Moore (ante, p. 812; 1901, W. N. 48), Mr. Justice Buckey, g 
few weeks ago, decided exactly the opposite. This con. 
flict of judicial decisions has unsettled, for the present, 
an important point as to the incidence of estate duty, 
in a case where a testator, as part of his testamentary 
dispositions, has, in exercise of a power, appointed a fund, and 
has also appointed an executor, but has not given specific 
directions as to the payment of estate duty, or has not (as in Ry 
Treasure) in general terms directed that ‘‘testamentary expenses ” 
(which in that case and in Re Clemow, Yeo v. Clemow (1900, 2 
Ch. 182), were held to include estate duty ia respect of personal 
property) are to be paid out of residue. If Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn is right, then, in the case supposed, estate 
duty is, by virtue of section 9 (1) of the Finance Act, 
1894, payable out of the fund; if Mr. Justice Bucxtey, 
on the other hand, is right, the duty is payable out of 
the residuary estate. It is to be hoped that this state of 
uncertainty will soon be set at rest by a decision of the Court of 
Appeal, but in the meantime we venture to state our reasons 
for thinking that the view of Mr. Justice Bucktzy is not the 
correct one. 

In the first place, that learned judge does not seem 
to have kept clearly before him the distinction between 
property devolving on an executor virtute offcii, and property 
in respect of which powers have from time to time been 
conferred on an executor by law, or which is vested in 
him as trustee by the will of the testator. According to Mr. 
Justice Bucktzy, the appointed fund comes to the executor 
because he has proved the will. This view is opposed to that 
expressed in Platt v. Routh (6M. & W. 756). There, Juprra 
Ann Piatt, a married woman, exercised by will a general 
power of appointment and appointed executors, and the question 
in dispute was whether or not probate duty was payable in 
respect of the appointed property. It was held that, under the 
law as it then stood, probate duty was not payable, and, in the 
course of his judgment, Lord Asinczr, ©.B., observed 
(p. 791): ‘* Now, although Jupira Ann Pratt had what we 
consider an absolute power of appointment over the property in 
question, yet is clear that the Ordinary never could, under avy 
circumstances, have had any right whatever to interfere 
with it ; and it is also certain that, whether probate be granted or 
not, the executor, gud executor, can have no title to any 
part of the property.” It may perhaps be also worth remark- 
ing that, when the liability to probate duty was ex- 
tended, by 23 Vict. c. 15, 8. 4, to personal estate which the 
deceased had disposed of under a general power, it was 
provided, by section 5, that the duty was to be a charge upon 
the property so disposed of, and was to be paid thereout by the 
trustees to the executor or administrator of the deceased—a 
provision which tends to shew that, at all events in the 
opinion of the framers of the Act, the property did not 
pass to the executor as such. It is clear, moreover, that 
property over which a testator has exercised a general 
power of appointment is equitable assets (Pardo v. Bingham, 
L. R. 6 Eq. 485), and if so, it could hardly be said to come tv 
the hands of an executor virtute oficit. Such property, no doubt, 
is available for the payment of debts after all the other property 
of the testator has been exhausted ; but the power of au executor 
to resort, if necessary, to an appointed fund is a special power 
given to him by law, similar to the powers with respect to real 
estate conferred on an executor by the Land Transfer Act, 1897. 
And in the latter case, it has been expressl¥ held by Mr. Justice 
Bucxtzy himself that real estate does not pass to the executor 
as such: Re Palmer, Palmer v. Rose-Innes (1900, W. N. 9). 

Our second ground of objection to Mr. Justice Buoxtzy’s 
decision is that it does not appear to us to be warranted by the 
case on which he principally relied—viz., Re Hoskin’s Trusts (6 
Ch. D. 282). According to the learned judge, that case 
decides that the executor gets the appointed fund virtuls 
officii, The decision does not say so in terms, nor do we 
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think it necessarily implies that conclusion. The case was, 
jn the first instance, opened before Jzsszz, M.R., and 
Juwzs and Bramwe tt, L.JJ., and the Master of the Rolls said 
that he considered the law to be settled in accordance with Re 
Philbrick’s Trusts—a case with which we shall deal presently. 
Upon the case coming on again, Jamzs, L.J., in concluding his 
judgment, said, ‘‘ If the merits had to be gone into, I'should hold 
it to be established beyond all question that where a feme covert, or 
any other person having a general power of appointment over a 
fund of personalty, makes en appointment of the fund by will and 
appoints an executor, the executor, when he has proved the will, is 
entitled to receive the appointed fund.” The words “ when he 
has proved the will’ seem to be the only ones that in any way 
support Mr. Justice Buckzy’s interpretation of the case as 
deciding that an executor takes the fund virtute officii. But, on 
the one hand, the grant of probate may invest an executor 
with powers over property other than that devolving on 
him virtute oficit; and, on the other, it may be looked 
upon as a completion of the qualification for the special 
trusteeship to which the appointor has nominated the par- 
ticular person designated as his executor. The taking out 
of probate is not, therefore, in itself conclusive as to the 
character in which the executor takes the appointed fund, while 
the decision in Re Philbrick’s Settlement (34 L. J. Ch. 368) 
appears to us unequivocally to support the view that he takes it 
as a special trustee nominated by the appointor, and not 
virtute offcit, Mr. Justice Buoxtzy considered that in 
that case it was not decided in what character the 
executors took the appointed fund as against creditors 
and the like. But, as was pointed out by Mr. Justice 
KgxEWIcH, it was certainly the view of Romitty, M.R., who 
decided the case—a view clearly expressed—that the testatrix by 
appointing executors must be considered to have appointed the 
property to them as trustees. This was the view which prevailed 
with Mr. Justice Kexewicu, and it seems to be a sounder one 
than to hold that equitable assets pass to an executor qud 
executor. 

On the whole, therefore, we- think that the decision in Re 
Treasure is the safer one to follow, and that, in the absence of 
any direction in the will to the contrary, the appointed fund 
should bear the estate duty. 








THE STATUTORY ESTOPPEL UNDER THE BILLS 
OF LADING ACT, 1855. 


Tue case of Parsons v. New Zealand Shipping Co. (49 W. R. 
355 ; 1901, 1 Q. B. 548) isa singular instance of the difficulty which 
may arise in applying apparently simple rules to the circum- 
stances which they were designed to meet. In March, 1899, 
the defendants by their manager signed a bill of lading for the 
carriage of 1,076 carcases of frozen lamb on the steamship 
Fifeshwe from Timaru to London. The bill of lading referred 
to the carcases as being “ marked and numbered as in the mar- 
gin,” and the marks and numbers in the margin were as follows : 
. The Sun Brand, Canterbury, N.Z., Lamb, 622 X, 608 carcases, 
722 X, 468 carcases, weighing 35,806 1b.” In June, 1899, the 
plaintiff purchased the carcases covered by the bill of lading 
from the shippers, the Christchurch Meat Co., for £820 11s. 1d., 
and the bill of lading was indorsed and delivered to him. But 
when the ship arrived at the Port of London the whole number 
of 608 carcases marked 622 X were not forthcoming, it appearing 
that only 507 carcases so marked had been in fact shipped under 
the bill of lading. There were, however, 101 carcases marked 
522 X which were shipped under and intended to be comprised 
in the bill of lading, and after some delay these were tendered 
by the shipowners to the plaintiff. But the price of lamb had 
fallen since the purchase, and he declined to have anything to do 
with 522X lamb, preferring to claim the damages fixed by the 
bill of lading in case of loss—namely, the invoice price of the 
goods. So far asthe quality of the meat was concerned it seems 
that there was no justification for this course, 522 X and 622 X 
of the Sun Brand denoting exactly the same quality, and the 
Variation from 5 to 6 only indicating a change in the date 
when the animal was killed and put into ice. In the words of 
Knnepy, J., at the trial of the action, referred to by Cotzins, 


commercial article is absolutely unaffected in its character or 
value whether it is marked 522 or 622.” 


The general effect of a bill of lading has long been 


settled by authority. It operates as a receipt for the goods 
shipped under it, as a contract for their carriage, and 
as a document of title. 
character that we are now concerned. 
said Buuier, J., in Lickbarrow v. Mason (2 T. R. 75), “is an 
acknowledgment by the captain of having received the goods 
board his ship”; and elsewhere (Caldwell v. Ball, 1 T. R. 216) 
the same judge described it as “an acknowledgment under the 
hand of the captain that he has received such goods | .¢., those 
loaded on hiss 
named in that b 
however, at the present time essential. In the case of steam- 
ships it is ooo | 

present instance, 
by whomsoever it is signed, its effect apart 
same. The shipowner is only liable to deliver the goods 


It is only with its effect in its first 
“A bill of lading,” 


on 


ip , which he undertakes to deliver to the person 
ill of lading.” Signature by the captain is not, 

signed by the ship’s broker, or, as in the 
y an official of the shipping company. But 
from statute is the 
actually 


(Jessel v. Bath, L, R. 2 Ex. 267), and though the bill of 


shipped 
lading is primd facie evidence of what goods were shipped, yet it is 
not conclusive, and the shipowner can give evidence that the 


ods mentioned in the bill of lading were not shipped. In other 
rds, the shipowner is bound to deliver the full amount of the 
goods signed for, unless he can prove that the whole or some 
part were in fact not shipped: Smith § Co. v. Bedouin Steam 
Navigation Co. (1896, A.C, 70). This rule holds in the first 
instance as between the shipowner and the shipper of the goods 
to whom the bill of lading is given. But it also holds as between 
the shipowner and an indorsee for value of the bill of lading. 
Hence where the captain signs for goods which are not shipped 
(Grant v. Norway, 10 OC. B. 665), or signs for goods which on 
the bill of lading are stated to be of superior quality to those 
shipped (Cox, Patterson, § Co. v. Bruce § Co., 35 W. R. 207, 
18 Q. B. D. 147), the shipowner is not responsible to the 


indorsee. 

So far as the shipowner is concerned, this is still the law in 
cases where he does not sign the bill either himself or by an 
agent acting immediately under his orders, and in such 
cases he may bring forward evidence to rebut the liability 
which the terms of the bill of sale primd facie fasten upon 
him. But so far as concerns the master or other person 
signing the bill of lading, it has been thought expedient 
that its terms should be conclusive. ‘‘ Whereas”—so runs 
the preamble of the Bills of Lading Act, 1855 (18 & 19 
Vict. c. 111.)—‘‘it frequently happens that the goods in respect of 
which bills of lading purport to be signed have not been laden 
on board, and it is proper that such bills of lading in the hands 
of a bond fide holder for value should not be questioned by the 
master or other person signing the same on the ground of the 
goods not having been laden as aforesaid”; and then the statute 
goes on in section 3 to enact that “every bill of lading in the 


hands of a consignee or indorsee for valuable consideration 


representing goods to have been shipped on board a vessel shall 
be conclusive evidence of such shipment as against the master 
or other person signing the same, notwithstanding that such goods 
or some part thereof may not have been so shipped, unless such 
holder of the bill of lading shall have had actual notice at the 
time of receiving the same that the goods had not been in fact 
laden on board,” with a proviso exonerating the master or other 
person signing in case of fraud. 

There is thus created a statutory estoppel as against the master 
or other person signing, but as against him only ; and a 
if it is sought to set up the statute » any 
individual it is not essential to shew that he personally signed 
the bill of lading, yet the signature must have been appended 
under his immediate authority. Where the signature is by the 
ship’s agent at a foreign port, the statute cannot be set up 
against the owner (Jessel v. Bath, supra), and still less where a 
broker signs as agent for the master (Zhorman v. Burt, 54 L. T. 
349). On the other hand, where the master signs, the statute 
clearly works an estoppel against him, and if he signs for the 
full consignment intended to be shipped, and then from lack of 
space has to leave part to follow in another vessel, he is liable in 
an action for non-delivery to make good any loss which the delay 
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L.J., in his judgment ia the Court of Appeal : ‘The meat as a 





may cause: Smith v. Tregarthen (56 L. J. Q. B. 437). 
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In the present case of Parsons vy. New Zealand Shipping Co. 
(supra) the shipowners were themselves subject to the er 
in consequence of the signing of the bill of lading by their 
manager, and the only point in dispute was as to the extent of 
the estoppel. According to the enactment just quoted, a bill 
of lading in the hands of an indorsee for value representing goods 
to have been shipped is ‘‘ conclusive evidence of such shipment.” 
To apply the statute, therefore, it is necessary first to shew what 
goods are represented by the bill of lading as having been 
shipped, and then the representation of ‘‘such shipment” is to 
be binding. The judgments delivered in the Court of Appeal 
indicate two views as to the effect of the description of the goods 
contained in the bill of lading. Is it such a description as will 
insure that the goods intended to be covered by the bill of lading 
may be quickly identified, or is it sufficient that the general 
character and quality of the goods as appearing on the bill of 
lading tally with those of the goods which the shipper offers 
to deliver? So far as mere identification is concerned, it might 
make all the difference whether there were in the ship 608 
carcases of lamb marked 622 X to correspond with the bill of 
lading, or only 507 so marked and 101 marked 522X. In the 
former case the indorsee could have delivery of the entire 608 
carcases at once; in the latter he could have only 507 at once, 
and for the remainder, if he claimed them as his, he must wait 
till other consignees had had a chance of saying whether they 
also claimed them. 

This was pointed out by A. L. Surrn, M.R., who regarded the 
marks and numbers as chiefly important for the purpose of 
speedy identification, and placed a corresponding construction 
upon the estoppel raised by the statute. ‘‘I do not think,” he 
said, ‘“‘that the Bills of Lading Act is confined to marks of 
quality and quantity which are comparatively rare when com- 
pared with marks of identification, and which quality marks 
when used are usually coupled with a statement in the bill of 
lading ‘weight, contents, and value unknown.’ In my opinion 
section 3 of the Bills of Lading Act applies to what is usual, if 
not universal, in commerce—namely, to goods as in the present 
case shipped under specific marks and numbers of identification, 
and so represented in the bill of lading.” In this view the 
plaintiff, whose bill of lading shewed 608 carcases marked 
622 X, was not bound to take 507 so marked and 101 marked 
522 X; and apart from a consideration subsequently mentioned, 
he was entitled to claim damages for short delivery. 

The majority of the Court of Appeal (Cotzivs and Romer, 
L.JJ.), however, declined to attach this importanee to marks 
which were meaningless so far as the commercial value of the 


was concerned, and were, as regards the purchaser, only | &' 


useful for the purpose of easy identification. That the statute may 
apply, the bill of lading must represent goods to have been 
shipped, and then it is conclusive as to such shipment. Here 
the bill of lading represented goods of a certain kind and quality 
to have been shipped ; goods of that kind and quality were in 
fact shipped under the bill of lading; and these goods were 
tendered by the shipowners in discharge of their obligation. 
The only objection was that the goods tendered varied in marks 
useful for identification, but not indicative of quality, from the 
marks in the bill of lading. Was this a matter to which the 
statutory estoppel was meant to extend? According to the 
judgment of Corzims, L.J., no. As he neatly put it, the marks 
went to identification only, and not to identity. ‘It is obvious,” 
he said, “ that where marks have no market meaning and indi- 
cate nothing whatever toa buyer as to the nature, quality, or 
quantity of the goods which he is buying, it is absolutely 
immaterial to him whether the goods bear one mark or another. 
-_. « The goods represented by the bill of lading to have been 
shipped have been shipped, and a mistaken statement as to marks 
of this class merely makes identification more difficult ; it does not 
affect the existence or identity of the goods.” This construction 
of the statutory estoppel is perhaps less literal than that adopted 
by the Master ef the Rolls, but it has the advantage of con- 
fining its effect to cases where the indorsee of the bill of lading 
really fails to obtain delivery of goods substantially the same as 
those he is expecting, and it saves the person signing the bill 
of lading from claims in respect of mere clerical errors in the 
bill of lading. Moreover, if the indorsee is really prejudiced 
by delay in delivery of the goods owing to difficulty of identi- 


fication his remedy for such delay is left untouched. The 
only result is that he is not allowed to make use of the 
statutory estoppel to refuse delivery of goods which only differ 
from the goods mentioned in the bill of lading in marks not 
affecting character, quality, or quantity. To the same effect was 
the judgment of Romer, LJ. 

Possibly with a view to meeting such a case as the present, the 
bill of lading contained the following clause: ‘The ship will 
not be responsible for correct delivery or loss unless each package 
is distinctly, correctly, and permanently marked by the merchant 
before shipment with a mark or number and address.”” What 
is the meaning of the word ‘‘correctly” as thus used? The 
Master of the Rolls held that each package had to correspond 
in its marking with the mark indicated in the bill of lading. 
Failing this, it was not correctly marked withing the meaning 
of the clause, and the shipowner would not be responsible. 
The effect is to exempt the shipowner from any duty of 
examining the marks on the packages as they are taken 
on board, and to require him to do no more than verify 
the number received. Having regard to the rapidity with 
which packages are loaded, this is as much as the person 
superintending the loading can really attend to, and the con- 
struction gives a reasonable meaning to the clause. The Master of 
the Rolls, accordingly, held that the 101 carcases in question were 
not correctly marked, and that the shipowners were exempt 
from liability. Thus, in the result, he agreed with the majority 
of the court, and the judgment of Kennepy, J., was unani- 
mously affirmed. If this, however, is intended as the meaning 
of the clause in question, it would be easy in future to alter it so 
as to make the point clear. 





REVIEWS. 
MAGISTERIAL PRACTICE. 


Stonz’s Justices’ MANUAL: BEING THE YEARLY JUSTICES’ 
PRACTICE FOR 1901. A GUIDE TO THE ORDINARY DUTIES OF A 
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE. WITH TABLE OF STATUTES, TABLE OF 
Cases, APPENDIX OF FoRMS, AND TABLE OF PUNISHMENTS. 
THIRTY-THIRD EDITION. Edited by GrorcEe B. KENNETT, Esq,, 
Solicitor, Town Clerk (late Clerk to the Justices) of Norwich. 
Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 

“Stone” has now arrived at its thirty-third edition, and 
there is little left to be said of it which has not been said long 
ago. No lawyer whose business takes him into courts of summary 
jurisdiction can afford to be without it, and the quantity of law 
contained in its 1,153 pages is traly remarkable. The book has 
ained a well-deserved reputation for general accuracy and 
reliability, to which few other books of its kind have attained. 
The thirty-third edition is quite up to the level of any of its 
predecessors. In fact it presents no new features and is merely 4 
reproduction of the thirty-second edition, incorporating the statutes 
and cases of the year 1900. This incorporation seems to have b-en 
carried out, on the whole, with the accuracy which we are accus- 
tomed to find in “Stone.” There have been comparatively 
few changes in this branch of the law to chronicle during 
last year. Probably the most important statutory provision is tne 
Money-lenders Act, 1900, whicn gives justices power to inflict 
a fine up to £100 upon a money-lender who exercises his calling 
without complyiog with the provisions of the Act as to registration, 
&c. Hardly any deci-ion of the Hign Court during the year can be 
said to be of first-rate importance. 

In our remarks in these columns lust year upon the thirty-second 
edition we said that some slight errors in the indexing may always be 
found inthis book. Some of the errors we then referred to have been per- 
petuated in this edition, For example, in the Index is to be found 
‘‘ Jew—employment of, on Sunday, 918,” but there is nothing on the 
subject at p. 918, nor apparently anywhere else in the book. The 
reference is probably to section 51 of the Factory Act, 1878, but that 
rection is not noticed in the text, or in the.Table of Statutee. 
Again, the Bail Act, 1898, duly a in its proper place in the 
text, but it has no place in the Table of Statutes, neither had it last 
year. In the same table there is, moreover, & curious error. The last 
statute mentioned is ‘63 & 64 Vict. c. 63 (Local Government (Ireland) 
Act, 1900).’’ Now, it is very hard to see what this Act has to do 
with the subject-matter of the book, and we turned to p. 227 im 
some curiosity to find out. On that page, however, there is no 


reference whatever to the Irish Act, and there is probably no refer- 
ence to it in the book. Why should there be? But we do find on 





the e “The Wild Animals in Captivity Protection Act, 1900,” 
| whi is cited as “‘c. 63,” In fact it is chapter 33, and is not men- 
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tioned at allin the Table of Statutes, though its provisions ap; 
correctly in the text. We have read accounts of meetings of local 
bodies in Ireland, at which the conduct of members Tes clearly 
resembled what might be expected from wild animals in captivity, if 
freshly caught. Whether this resemblance was in the mind of the 
editor when be made the mistake we cannot say. Anyhow, this may 
be an explanation. We repeat, that in this edition, as in former 
editions, there are too many small errors in the indexing. 





ROMAN LAW. 


Tue InstiruTzes. A TEXT-BooOK OF THE HIsTORY AND SysTEM 
oF RoMAN PrivATE LAw. By RupotrH Soum, Professor of 
German Law avd Ecclesiastical Law in the University of Leipzig. 
Translated by JaMEs CRAWFoRD LEp1Ix, B.C.L., M.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. WITH AN INTRODUCTION by ERWIN GRUEBER, Dr.Jur., 
M.A., Professor of Roman Law avd Jurisprudence in the Uni- 
versity of Munich, late Deputy Regius Professor of Civil Law and 
Reader in Roman Law in the University of Oxford. SECOND 
EpiTion. Oxford: At the Clarendon Press; Stevens & Sons 
(Limited), 

It speaks well for the interest taken in Roman law in this country 
that a second edition of Mr. Ledlie’s translation of Professor Sohm’s 
Institutes should have been called for so soon. The original work 
had by the middle of last year reached its ninth edition, but it had 
been subjected to extensive alteration in consequence of the pro- 
mulgation of the German Civil Code, This came into force on the 
ist of January, 1900, and Dr. Grueber explains in the introduction 
to the present translation the changes which it necessitated in the 
arrangement of legal teaching in Germany. Corresponding changes 
have been made by Professor Sohm in tie contents of his work and 
in particular the portion devoted to the history of Roman Jaw has 
been considerably amplified. To English students this will probably 
be the most useful part of the book. In the compass of some 150 
pages Roman law is traced from the earliest times, through its 
development by means of the Praetorian edict and the opinions and 
writings of the jurists, down to its final expression in the Digest of 
Justinian, The account of the various jurists—Ulpian, Papinian, and 
the rest-—to whom Rvuman law owed so much, is especially interest- 
ing. Professor Sohm gives the story also of the revival of Roman 
law for the modern world, and he does not leave the subject until he 
has shewn how Savigny’s famous treatise on Possession sent men 
back to the study of the pure Roman law of the Corpus Juris. The 
direct authority of that law has now ceased, but its interest to the 
student of jurisprudence is likely to increase rather than diminish. 
“The Corpus juris civilis,” says Professor Sohm, ‘‘ has now ceased to 
have any force as an actual code of law, but it will continue to hold 
its own as a subject of scientific study, Asa piece of legislation the 
system of Roman private law was destined to pass away; as a work 
of art it will endure for ever.” We have not had an opportunity of 
comparing Mr. Ledlie’s translation with the original, but so far as we 
can judge, his task has been very successfully accomplished, and he 
has rendered valuable service to the cause of jurisprudence in this 
country. 





LICENSING LAW, 


Tae Licensinc Laws. Wir INTRODUCTION AND EXPLANATORY 
Notes. By GrzorGE CrisPE WHITELEY, Barrister-at-Law. 
THIRD EpiTIon. By GzorcE Crectt WHITELEY, Barrister-at-Law. 
Knight & Co. 


Many practitioners some years ago preferred Whiteley’s Licensing 
Laws to any other book on the subject. As twelve years, however, 
have passed since a new edition last saw the light, the book had 
becomesso hopelessly out of date that it was no longer reliable, and 
the use of it had to be abandoned to a great ext-nt. During 
that period of twelve years the statutory changes in the law (at 
least as far as regards liquor licensing) have been small, but 
the decisions of the courts have been of exceptional importance. To 
show that this is so it is only necessary to refer to two of the cases, 
Sharp v. Wakefield (37 W. R. 187; 1891, A. C. 173) and Boulter v. 
The Justices of Kent (46 W. R. 114; 1897, A.C. 556). Any work 
published before those two oo cases were decided by the House of 
L rds must necessarily be a long way behindhand. At last, however, 
a third edition has made its tole ap noe, and it will undoubtedly 
be welcomed. There are many books now current on the licensing 
laws (almost too many), but this is certainly one of the best of 
them. thing seems to be capable of being readily found in 
it that can reasonably be expected ia such a text-book. The notes 
are clear and to the point, and the effect of some of the leading cases 
is stated with much neatness and accuracy. It has also a good index, 
which is one of the greatest virtues a law book can possess. In short, 
we have here an accurate and trustworthy work, well up to date, 
which will probably not only revive the old reputation of the book 
but make many new friends, and recommend i to many who have 
never used it up to the present. 








EASEMENTS. 


A DicEst or THE Law or Easements. By L. C. INNEs, some- 
time one of the Judges of Her Majestv’s High Court of Judicature, 
Madras. SrxTH Epirion. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


In this edition, says the author, scarcely any alteration has been 
made. A few additional cases have been included, and the work has 
been brought, as far as possible, up to date. The rapidity with 
which the successive editions have been issued shews that they have 
supplied a want and have been appreciated by the profession. The 
su — of easements is one of some complexity, and for pod ser 4 
understanding clearness of treatment is essenti This is attained in 
the present work by stating in short paragraphs the rules of law, 
avd appending to them the decided cases by way of illustration. In 
this way, for instance, Mr. Innes explains shortly the implied creation 
of easements on the severance of tenements, which has been the subject 
of so much judicial discussion. Still more difficulty attaches to the 
question of the right of support to buildings from adjacent land 
which was considered, though not exhausted, in Dalton v. Angus 
(6 App. Cas. 740), and Mr. Innes tabulates the answers to the various 
questions in that case given by the numerous judges before whom 
they came, The book by no means di “Goddard” and 
‘*Gale,” on which it purports to be founded, but it affords a short 
and convenient survey of the law. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

A Calendar of the Inner Temple Records. By F. A. INDERWICK, 
K.C., one of the Masters of the Bench. Vol. III.: 12 Charles II. 
(1660)—12 Anne (1714). Stevens & Haynes; Stevens & Sons 
( Limited.) 

Leading Oases in Constitutional Law Briefly Stated. With Intro- 
duction and Notes. By Ernest C. Tuomas, late Scholar of Trinity 
College, Oxford. Third Edition. By CuartEes L. ATTENBOROUGH, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


The Burial A:t, 1900. With Notesand Index. By James BRooxE 
LitTTteE, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 

How to Read the Money Article. By CHarLEs Dueump. Second 
Edition. Effingham Wilson. 

The Gavel and the Mace ; or, Parliamentary Law in Easy Chapters. 


By Frank WARREN Hackett. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
Price 6s. net. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
MORTGAGES OF REGISTERED LAND. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—With reference to Messrs. Howe & Rake’s letter, it seems 
sufficient to point out that no court would give judgment against a 
man on an office copy of an entry at the d Registry. I am of 
course aware that production of the document on which the entry 
was founded could be obtained, but there must be some expense and 
trouble about it. The point is, that a mortgagee wants to have his 
security in his own possession for all purposes, aud not to have to 
ask for its production when he wants it. 

That this can be done consistently with registration at the Land 
Registry is shewn by the fact that mortgages to building and 
friendly societies are not retained by the Registry, but only cert'fied 
copies fers What can be done in the case of building and friendly 
societies can be done in all other cases, and no effort should be 
wanting to have the pee of the Land i amended in this 
respect. What was the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
about in allowing the t system to pars unchallenged ? 

66, Cannon-street, April 16. Joun R. ADAMS. 





THE LICENSING SESSIONS BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—This Bill places clerks to justices and their partners under a 
disability that the justices will not be under, for it is proposed to 
rohibit clerks from holding office if they or their partners act for 
rewers, whereas justices are only prohibited from sitting im 
licensing sessions. 

The licensing cases are a vung ae percentage of those heard by 
justices, and yet, however capable a clerk may be, if he or his partner 
acts for a brewer, he is to give up his office because perhaps 2 per 
cent. of the cases heard in his court relate to licensing ; whereas the 
justice, who may be a brewer or a licensed victualler, i 
in office and is allowed to sit in all cases except licensin, 
proposal shews a sad lack of justice and common sense. 


[See the observations on the Bill, ante, p. 353.~Ep. 8.J.] 
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ESTATE DUTY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—With reference to the letter of ‘‘C.’’ in your issue of the 
30th ult., I write to say that I have a distinct recollection of reading 
the report in a newspaper of a case such as he refers to, but I do not 
know whether it was reported in any law report. 

The case referred to certain pictures which were valued on the 
proving of a will, and duty was paid accordingly. Some years 
afterwards the pictures were put up to auction and realized con- 
siderably greater amounts than the values put upon them for 


probate. 
The Inland Revenue authorities attempted to recover additional 
duty, but failed. C. E. B. 


London, April 13, 1901. 
[Perhaps some of our readers can give us a reference to the 
report.—ED. 8.0. ] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re BELHAM. RICHARDES v. YATES. No. 2. 16th April. 


ADMINISTRATION — ADMINISTRATION Bonp — ADMINISTRATOR’S RIGHT OF 
Rgerainer—Nor *‘ Unputy”’ PRererRine. 


This was an appeal from an order of Joyce, J., of the 28th of March, 
1901, made on further consideration, declaring that the defendant as 
administrator was entitled to retain. lt appeared that the deceased had 
in his lifetime entered into certain building contracts, and at his death 
was indebted to both the plaintiff and defendant. The defendant took 
over the deceased’s building contracts, and on taking out letters of 
administration to the estate entered into the usual administration bond. 
The bond provided, inter alia, that the defendant should administer 
according to law ‘‘rateably and proportionately, and according to the 
priority required by Jaw and not unduly preferring hisown debt.”” On 
the 11th ot March, 1901, the plaintiff moved before Barnes, J., to vary the 
admunistration bond by striking out the word ‘‘ unduly ’’ and to have the 
bond otherwise altered so as to carry out the true intention of the court in 

ranting the bond. In the case of Davies v. Parry (1899, 1 Ch. 602; 

mer, J., held the bond gave the administrator the power of preferring 
so long as he did not do it unduly, the court taking the view that the bond 
still left it open to the administrator to retain his own debt so long as the 
law allowed him the right of retainer, and so long as he did not in that 

act unduly. Barnes, J., refused the motion, holding that he could 
not alter the bond, as the court could not make a new contract with the 
administrator. The matter then came before Joyce, J., who held that the 
administrator was entitled to retain, considering that he was bound by the 
decision of Romer, J., in Davies v. Parry, with which he agreed. From this 
decision the p’aintiff now appealed. 

Tue Court (Ricsy, Cottins, and Srixiine, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
The case was in substance decided by Nunn v. Barlow (18. & 8. 588). The 
word “unduly” in an administration bond adds nothing to what is 
already implied by law. It only means that the administrator is not to 
prefer his own debt to those of a higher degree which have priority in law. 
Unless there are words in the administration bond which can be construed 
as a waiver by the administrator of his right of retainer, he is entitled to 
exercise that right, notwithstanding the words “unduly ”’ and “‘ rateably 
and proportionately, &c.’’ There was in the present case no undue pre- 
ference by the administrator, and the appeal must therefore be dismissed 
with coste.—CovunszL, Griffith Jones and Morgan Griffith Jones ; Ingpen, K.O., 
and Whinney. Soricrrons, Woosnam § Smith, for Smith § Davies, Aberyst- 
wyth ; Worrell § Son. 

[Reported by 8. E. Wittiams, Barrister-at- Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


REX v. ROBERTS, Esq. (Auditor). Ez parte KYLE. Div. Court, 
17th April. 

Waicars anv Measuners—Insrecror—Resoivution sy Locat Aurnoriry To 
Fosreco STAMPING AND VERIFICATION Fegs—SuRCHARGE BY AUDITOR OF 
such Fees to Inspscrok—WeiGcuts AND Megasunes Act, 1878 (41 & 42 
Vicr. c. 49), s. 47—Weeuts anp Measures Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. 
c. 21), s. 13. 

The question raised in this case was whether a county council had power 
to forego the fees chargeable under the Weights and Measures Act of 1889, 
8. 13, which repealed section 47 of the Weights and Measures Act of 1878, 
for the stamping of weights and measures. It appeared that the Bucks 
County Council, considering that it was in the public interest that the 
stamping and verification of weights and measures thould be carried out 
throughout the county as promptly and as generally as possible, passed 
@ resulution to the effect that no such fees should be charged by their 
mspector, Thomas Kyle, who accordingly ceased to collect them. The 
Local Government auditor, however, surcharged him with the amount of 
the fees—£1 11s, 4d.—which he had in pursuance of his instructions not 
collected. The inspector then obtained a rule for a certiorari calling upon 
the auditor to shew cause why this surcharge should not be quashed, 
At the conclusion of the argument, 





Tur Cover (Lord Atverstong, 0.J., and Lawrance, J.) discharged the 


e. 

Lord Atverstong, O.J., said they had nothing to do with the question of 
policy, and it might very well be that the county council thought it was 
expedient to forego these fees. All the court had to do was to interpret 
the Act of Parliament as they found it. They were of opinion that the 
county council had no power since the passing of the Act of 1889 to remit 
the collecting of the standard fees authorized in Schedule I. They thought 
the decision of the auditor was right, as in their judgment the words of 
the section were obligatory and not discretionary ; and this rule would be 
discharged with costs.—CounszL, C. A. Russell, K.C.; Macmorran, K.C., 
and McIntyre. Soxicrrors, Sharpe, Parker, Pritchards, § Barham; Pyke ¢ 
Parrott. 

[Reported by Exsxinez Rem, Barrister-at-Law.) 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 


Court of Appeal. 
COSTA RICA RAILWAY CO. v. FORWOOD. No. 2 25th Feb. 


CompaNy—Drrector—UnpiscLosep Prorits—DiscLtosurge or Extent or 
INTEREST IN CoNTRACTS WITH CoMPANY. 


Appeal by the plaintiffs against the decision of Byrne, J. This was an 
action brought by the Costa Rica Railway Co. against the late Sir A. 
Forwood, and continued, since his death, against his executors. The 
object of this action was to obtain an account in respect of Sir A. 
Forwood’s interest in the Atlas Steamship Co. and Messrs. Leech, 
Harrison, & Forwood so far as concerned the profits arising out of 
contracts entered into with the Costa Rica Railway Co. in respect of the 
exportation of bananas. Three contracts had to be considered. By the 
first of these the plaintiff company entered into an agreement with one 
Keith, a gentleman of great importance in Costa Rica, by which it was 
agreed that Keith should with all diligence build a new railway during 
the construction of which, in consideration of services rendered, he was to 
be entitled to hold the existing railway for his own purposes. 
The second contract was between the plaintiff company, Keith, and 
two shipping firms, the Atlas Steamship Uo. and Messrs. Phipps & Oo. 
This contract, after reciting that Keith was working the old line, and had 
been carrying on in conjunction with the steamship firms a business in 
bananas with New York and New Orleans, went on to provide for the 
continuation of that businers, the plaintiff company to take the bananas 
from Keith (who was a large grower) and stow them on board ship. A 
certain minimum sum by way of freightage was to be paid the plaintiff 
company annually, and this sum was guaranteed by Keith, the Atlas Oo., 
and Messrs. Phipps as though they were all actual owners of the bananas. 
Reference was mude in similar terms to the profits of the business. The 
object of the third contract, which was to be considered as annexed 
to the last-mentioned contract, was to specify the individual 
interests of the contracting parties. The articles of association 
of the plaintiff company after declaring that a director should 
vacate his office if he were concerned in or participated the 
profits of any contract with the company without declaring the nature 
of his interest, expressly made that provision ‘‘ subject to the following 
exception ’’ ‘‘ that no director shall vacate his office by reason of his being 
a member of any corporation, company, or ership which has entered 
into contracts with, or done any work for, the company ; or by reason of 
his being interested, either in his individual capacity, or as a member of 
any company, corporation, or partnership, in any adventure or undertaking 
in which the company may also have an interest.’’ Sir A. Forwood was 
the principal shareholder in the Atlas Oo. and senior pariner in 
Messrs. Leech, Harrison, & Forwood, the managers, or ship’s husbands, of 
that company. The latter were remunerated by a percentage on the gross 
earnings of the Atlas Co. ‘The plaintiffs relied upon the equitable 
rule that if a person iv a fiduciary position acting in that capacity makes 4 
profit, without disclosing the extent of his interest, he must be held 
liable to account. At the trial Byrne, J. (reported 1900, 1 Uh. 756), dis- 
missed the action, “ey on the authority of the Imperial Credit <Associa- 
tion v. Coleman (L. R. 6 H. L. 189) and on the articles of association. The 
plaintiff company appealed. 

Tur Court (Bicsy, Vavcuan Wiurams, and Srirure, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Riery, L.J., after an elaborate summary of the facts of the case, con- 
tinued: The equitable principles upon which this action is based are most 
salutary, and though in certain cases they may seem to work with 
unnecessary harshness, I would in no way mfringe upon them. ‘There is 
no imputation of anything like fraudulent conduct on the part of Su A. 
Forwood ; still he may have done sometning, without beiog aware of it, 
which may bring him within the principles laid down by equity. Now 
the question is, ought the plaiatiff company to have been informed 
of the extent of the interest of Sir A. Forwood in the Atlas 
Co.? He was a director of the plaintiff company, and he was 
known to his fellow directors to have an important holding of shares im 
the Atlas Co. It was also perfectly well-known to them that he was 
interested in Messrs. Leech, Harrison, & Forwood, who they knew were 
managers of the Atlas Co., and as such would be paid by that company, 
it matters not how they were to be paid. But it is not our duty merely 
to apply the general rules of equity on the subject of teeret protits. We 
have in the articles of association express provision for this purpose, aud 
I feel it is quite _— that Sir. A. Forwood comes within the exception 
thereby provided, so far at any rate as the Atlas Oo. is concerned. The 
case of ‘the Jmperial Mercantile Credit Co. +. Coleman (L. Be 
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6 Ch. 558), which still holds good on this point, is distinguish- 
able. There the articles of association provided that a directo 
“must declare his interest,’’ and that was held to mean that he 
muet shew to his fellow directors not only that he held an interest, but 
also the extent of that interest. e case as regards Sir A. 
Forwood’s connection with Messrs. Leech, Harrison, & Forwood is said 
to stend on a different footing because that firm had entered into no 
contract with the plaintiff company. But Messrs. Leech, Harrison, & 
Forwood were merely the servants of the Atlas Co. What they were 
paid was merely a deduction from the payments which would other- 
wise have gone to swell the profits of the Atlas Co. Moreover the 
plaintiff company were perfectly well aware that Messrs. Leech, Harrison, 
& Forwood were managing the Atlas Co. I hold, therefore, that as 
regards the Atlas Uo. Sir A. Forwood was protected, and intended so to 
be, by the articles of association, and as regards Messrs. Leech, Harrison, 
& Forwood by reason of the protection extended to the Atlas Co. 

Vavenan Wrii1ane, L.J., concurred. 

Sim inc, L.J.—Tne rule of equity that requires a director to disclose 
the extent of his interest in a contract may be relaxed or even abrogated. 
The articles of association referred to extend not only to the vacation of 
the office of director, but were also framed to abrogate this rule. So far 
as regards Sir A. Forwood’s connection with Messrs. Leech, Harrison, & 
Forwood, if that firm had been remunerated by a lump sum the question 
would have been almost incapable of argument. The only doubt, to my 
mind, arices through their being paid by a percentage on the gross receipts 
of the Atlas Co.— Couns, Nevidle, K.0., and Younger, K.C.; Levett, K.U., 
Swinfen Eady, K.U., and Bremner. Soxricrrors, Norton Rose, Norton: § 
Co. ; Ashurst, Morris, Crispe, § Co. 

Reported by H. CLavanron £cort, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Hivh Court-- Chancery Division. 


GLAMORGAN CANAL NAVIGATION v. NIXON NAVIGATION CO. 
(LIM,) Byrne, J. 14th Jan. 


Ricut or Suprort-—Canat—Svupsacent AND Apsacent Minerats—Ricut 
or Mrnze-Owners to Damace CanaL ny Workinc MINEs —UB LIGATION 
or Canat Company To CompeNnsATE Mine-Owners ror Mrivnerats Lert 
yok Suvrort—Ricut or Canat Company To Svz Norwirustanping 
Neciecr to Enrot Assurances TO THem Pursvant to Cana Act. 


This was an action brought to restrain the defendants from getting coal 
or minerals under or near the plaintiffs’ canal so as to cause the canal and 
works connected with it to subside or become dangerous or unserviceable. 
There being no dispute as to facts, the case was set down to be heard on 
certain points of law, which were as follows: (1) Whether or not 
the plaintiffs had such a right. to support for their canal and 
works as to disentitle the defendants to work and get subjacent 
or adjacent coal and minerals, the working and getting whereof 
would destroy or materially injure the canal and works; (2) whether 
or not, if the plaintiffs were entitled to ruch a right, they were bound to 
compensate the defendants for the coal and minerals left uuworked for 
the purpose of affording support; and (3) whether or not the plaintiffs 
were disentitled to sue by reason of the fact that assurances had not been 
enrolled by the clerk of the peace for the county of Glamorgan under the 
provisions of the Act 30 Geo. 3, c. 82, whereunder the plaintiffs were 
meorporated. Under that Act, which contains a recital that the making 
and eng eo a canal for the navigation of boats and other vessels from 
Merthyr Tydvil, in the county of Glamorgan, to and through a place 
called The Bank, near Cardiff, in the same county, would open com- 
mun‘cations with several extensive ironworks and collieries, and be 
of public utility, the plaintiffs were in rated as a company 
for the better carrying on, making, completing, and maintaining the 
said navigable canal passable for boats and other vessels accordin 
to the rules, orders, and directions thereinafter expressed and lai 
down, and it was enacted that they should for that purpose be a body 
politic and corporate by the name of ‘‘ The Company of Proprietors of the 
Glamorgansbire Canal Navigation,’’ and that they should have power to 
purchase lands for making the said canal and the reveral works thereby 
authorized, and they were further authorized to make the canal. And the 
Act alse authorized the company of proprietors to enter upon the lands 
of any person, and to set out and ascertain such parts thereof as should be 
necessary for the making of the canal and works, and to cut the canal and 
to do all things necessary for making and maintaining the canal, *‘ making 
satisfaction in manner in the eaid Act provided for all damages to be 
sustained by the owners or proprietors of and persons interested 
in such lands, tenements, or hereditaments, waters or watercourses 
respectively as should be taken, used, or prejudiced in or by the 
execution of this Act, and this Act shall be sufficient to indem- 
nify the said company of proprietors, their ts and work- 
men, and all other persons for what they shall do by virtue of the 
powers hereby granted.’’ Section 11 of the Actempowered all persons, 
whether guardians or trustees or the like, and all corporations teised, 
possessed, or interested in any lands, &c., which should be set out or 
ascertained or be intended to be made use of for the purposes of the 
canal, to sell and convey the land, &c., to the company of proprietore, and 
provided that all such contracts, sales, conveyances, &c., should be valid 
to all intents and purposes, and that all such contracts, sales, conveyanc+s, 
ard assurances should, at the expense of the com 


of etore, be 
eurolled by the clerk of the peace for the county. Pe too ale contie it 
was enacted that nothing in the Act should entitle the company of 


should be found in cutting or making the canal and other works, or 
that should be under the same; but that all such mines should 
appertain and belong to such person or persons as would have been 
entitled to the same in case the Act had not been made. The 
13th section constituted commissioners to determine what sum or 
sums of money should be paid by the company of proprietors, either 
by an annual rent or payment or by a sum of money in gross to and at 
the election of such bodies politic or corporate, person or 
respectively who should be eo entitled or interested as aforesaid ‘‘for the 
absolute purchase of the lands, grounds, or hereditaments which shall be 
set out and ascertained or intended to be made use of as aforesaid for 
making the said canal or yi! part thereof, and other the purposes of this 
Act, and also to adjust and determine what other distinct sum or sums of 
money shal] be paid by the said company of proprietors as a recompense 
for any damages which may or shall be sustained by such bodies politic 
or corporate, or any other persons being owners of or interested in any 
lands, tenements, or hereditaments for or by reason of making, ' 
or maintaining the said canal, or of any of the works to be e 
pursuance of this Act, or by the age | leaking, or oozing of the 
water over or through the bank of the canal, reservoirs, trenches, 
or sluices, or over or through any — gutters, or watercourses which 
shall be made by virtue of this Act for conveying water to or from the 
canal, or by turning, diverting, or taking any brooks, springs, or streams 
of water into the said canal, or by reason or means of exercising any other 
of the powers given by this Act to the said company of proprietors, their 
agents and workmen, in case such price or value, damages, or recompense 
a pe ped ware settled, ~~ ¥- bg agreed for nd or between 

e said company 0: prietors, and su roprietors of, and persons 
interested in, the ean tenements, or A itaments as aforesaid.’’ 
Then followed provisions in case of refusal to submit to the determina- 
tion of the commissioners, or in case of dissatisfaction with their deter- 
mination for the summoning of a jury, who ‘“‘shall inquire of, assess, 
and ascertain the money or annual rent to be paid for the purchase of such 
lands, tenements, or hereditaments, and the recompense to be made for 
the damages that shall or may be as aforesaid, and the 
said commissioners shall give judgment for such purchase-money, 
rent, or recompense so to be assessed by such jury.”” The Act 
further provided thet applications in relation to complsints for damege 
or supposed damage must be made within six calerdar months 
after the damage or supposed damage should have been sustained 
or the committing thereof should have ceased. And it was 
further enacted that all the determinations of the commissioners 
which should be submitted to or acquiesced in by the parties concerned, 
and also all the verdicts of the juries and the judgments of the com- 
missioners thereon should be transmitted to and kept by the clerk of the 
peace, and the same or true copies thereof should be good evidence in all 
courts, and that all persons should have liberty to inspect the same as also 
the enrolments of such contracts, sales, conveyances as before mentioned. 
The plaintiffs duly acquired the lands necessary for the construction 
of the canal and the works connected with it, and constructed and 
completed the canal and works under the powers of their Act. It 
was not su —— that the purchase-moneys and compensation 
properly onal e upon taking the lands were not duly ascertained nor 
that there had been any default in payment. The defendants were the 
owners of a colliery known as the Merthyr Vale Oolliery, which they 
were working, and the land under which their mines were situate 
was traversed for a considerable distance by the canal. The coal under 
the canal and under lands adjacent to the canal for that distance was held 
by the defendants under leases from the owners. The defendants in the 
ordinary course of working their mines were desirous of working coal 
under and adjacent to the canal. It was agreed by the es that the 
case should be determined upon the footing that at the time of the 
grant to the plaintiffs of so much of the site of the canal and 
works as was affected by the present dispute the grantor was the 
owner both of the surface of the subjacent coals and minerals. The 
following cases were referred to in course of the ent: Baroness 
Wenlock v. River Dee Co. (36 Oh. D. 674), Ashbury v. Rich (L. R.7 H. L. 
653), Great Western Railway v. Bennett (2 E. & I. App. 27), Dizon 
v. Caledonian Railway (5 A. C. 820), Lord Gerrard v. London and North- 
Western Railway Co. (1894, 2 Q. B, 915; and in A. OC. 1895, 1 Q. B. 
459), Ruabon, §¢., Co. v. Great Western Railway Co. (1893, 1 Ch. 427), 
Cromford Canal Oo. v. Cutts (5 Ry. & Canal Cas. 442), Midland Railway Co. 
v. Cheekley (4 Eq. 19), The Queen v. The Undertakers of the Navigation of 
the Aire and Calder (30 L. J. Q. B. 337). 

Jan. 14.—Byrnez, J.—There are a good many reported cases in which 
similar questions to the first one I have to decide have arisen turning upon 
the construction of Acts of Parliament conferring compulsory powers, and 
some of these Acts have naturally many features in common with 
the Act in the — case, but there does not appear to be 
any case in which the provisions are identical with this. 
Certain principles of construction are, however, to be deduced 
from the authorities, and I prefer to quote the lucid statement and exposi- 
tion of them by Bowen, L.J., in the case of London and North-Western 
Railway Co. v. Evans, (1898, 1 Ch. 16), rather than to use of my 
own. [His lordship then read the in the jud t of Bowen, 
L.J., beginning on p. 27 with the words ‘* In dealing,”’ down to the words 
** Benfieldside Local Board v. Consett Iron Co.,”” on p. 29, and continued :] 
In the present case it is urged for the defendants that section 12 of the 
Act expressly preserves the property of the grantors in the coal and 
minerals under the land granted, and that there are no provisions in the 
Act, such as are sometimes found in similar Acts, viding for 
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proprietors, on purchasing any lands for making tbe canal or for any other 
purposes, to any mines of coal, iron, stone, or other minerals which 


compensation by the canal omeeey to the mine owners in the event of 
their requiring coal or minerals to be left for support, which otherwise the 
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owners would in due and ordinary course of working want to get and 
remove, and that therefore the Act ought to be construed as leaving the mine 
owners at liberty to work their own coal without regard to the consequences 
which may ensue. They claim to be entitled to work the coal even though 
the result should be to destroy the canal. It is of course important to 
consider whether the Act provides for compensation to the landowners for 
the right of support. In my opinion it does. I think that the words of 
the first section giving the power to take lands they ‘‘ making satisfaction 
in manner hereinafter mentioned for all damages to be sustained -by the 
owners or proprietors of and persons interested in such lands, &c., as shall 
be taken, used, or prejudiced in or by the execution of this Act,’’ taken 
together with the provisions of section 13 do contemplate just compensa- 
tion being made for the right ef support, and I may refer again to the 
judgment of Bowen, L.J., in Londen and North-Western Railway Co. v. 
Evans, where he points out that the words in the Act under consideration, 
*‘ first making satisfaction to the owners of such lands as shall be made 
use of,’’ ought to be reasonably construed as wide enough to secure such 
just compensation. He says: ‘‘ It is true that at the date of the Act the 
minerals were not thought to be of value, and were not taken into account 
in assessing the actual compensation exacted. But if the right of support 
was not substantially measured in the price given for the lands taken and 
used, it might have been demanded and estimated in the yrice had the 
owners been sufficiently prescient; and after this length of time 
it must be assumed that all was paid for which was capable of 
calculation or measurement, and which was thought worth claiming by 
the owners, and that all conditions precedent have been fulfilled 
which were requisite to give the canal preprietors the right to 
the necessary support for the maintenance and making of their 
canal.’’ That case was argued upon the footing that the subjacent mines 
remained vested in the landowners whose lands had been taken. In some 
respects the present case appears to be an a fortiori one, because the 
existence of the 12th section tends to shew that the minerals were regarded 
as of some value even at the time of the passing of the Act, and I think it 
must now be taken that the damage to be maintained by the landowners 
by reason of the existence of the right to support and the consequent 
limitation of the right of the landowners to get their coal was taken into 
consideration in ascertaining the purchase-money for the lands taken. I 
am of opinion that the defendants are entitled to get so much of their sub- 
jacent and adjacent coal as they can get without destroying or injuring the 
proper support of the canal and works, but that they are not entitled to 
get the coal to the destruction or injury of such support. If the view I 
we taken on the first question be the right one, it follows that the 
defendants cannot now be entitled to compensation for that in respect of 
which they have already been compensated, which would be the result of 
deciding in their favour on the second point. In reference to the third point, 
turning on the neglect to register the assurances, I know of no principle 
or —a which would justify me in holding that this neglect disentitles 
the plaintiffs to sue. It may be, that although the Act imposes no penalty 
for neglect to register, that the plaintiffs heve rendered themselves liable 
to some proceedings on the part of the Crown or by way of mandamus at 
the instance of other parties, but with that I have nothing to do, and I 
express no opinion about it.— Counsgi, Sir FE. Clarke, Q.0., Levett,Q.C., and 
J. G. Wood ; Swinfen Eady, Q.C., Norton, Q O., W. B. Coltman, and A. Adams. 
Souicrrons, Zorr, Gribble, Oddie, & Sinclair, for J. S. Corbett, Cardiff; Bell, 
Brodrick,  Co., tor Linton $ C. ¢ W. Kenshole, Cardiff. 
(Reported by R. Luren Ramszoruam, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re YOUMANS’ WILL. Joyce, J. 16th and 21st Feb. 
Wu1—Consrravetion—Tue Rue in Saeriey’s Case. 


Petition for payment out of sum in court. R. Youmans by his will, 
dated the 21st of August, 1877, devised certain freehold, copyhold, and 
leasehold property to trustees upon trust to receive the rents and prcfits 
thereof, and after payment of the cost of keeping the present buildings in 
repair, and of the other necessary repairs and outgoings, to pay thereout 
to each of his eight first cousins therein named the sura of £60 per annum 
for their lives, and then to pay the residue of such net rents and profits 
half-yearly to William Douglas for his life, and from and after the respec- 
tive deceases of the testator’s esid first cousins and the said William 
Dougias, upon trust to convey, surrender, and assign the said freehold, 
copyhold, and leasehold estates respectively, together with any accumula- 
tions of rents in the hands of the trustees, unto the right heirs of William 
Douglas. The testator died in October, 1877. Certain of the freehold 
portion of the property devised by the said will was taken by the Great 
Central Railway Co. under their compulsory powers, and the purchase- 
money was paid into court under the provisions of the Lands Clauses Oonsoli- 
dation Act. The several annuitants were all deceased but one, who was 
said to be more than seventy years of age, and she had released the 
proper, from herannuity. The said William Douglas was, it was stated 

r fifty. The petition was presented by William Douglas, asking that 
the fund in court might be paid out to him. 

Joron, J., after stating the facte, proceeded: Under theee trusts the 
petitioner is equitable tenant for life subject to the annuity, and the trust 
1s, after the deaths of the petitioner and annuitant, to convey the propertie; 
with any accumulations of rent in the hands of the trustees unto the right 
heirs of the petitioner. It appears to me, therefore, that by virtue of the 
rate in Shelley's case and subject to what the effect of the will may be 
with respect to the period, if any, between the death of the petitioner 
and that of the annuitant if she survives him, the petitioner 
is owner of the equitable fee simple of the property. There is 
no express disposition of the surplus rents as they may accrue 

the afore-mentioned period, if any, between the death of the 


surplus, but on the death of the surviving annuitant the property, with 
any accumulations of rents in the hands of the trustees, is to go to the 
right heirs of the petitioner. Now whatever may be the true view of the 
effect of the will with reference to the surplus rents, it is clear that the 
could not be accumulated for more than twenty-one years from the death 
of the petitioner, and I am of opinion that, according fo the true construc. 
tion of this will, any surplus rents accruing after the expiration 
of the before-mentioned period of twenty-one years from the death 
of the petitioner during the remainder, if any, of the life of 
the annuitant are not undisposed of but would belong to the right heirs of 
the petitioner to whom the accumulations (if any be made) are given. 
Further, during the before-mentioned period of twenty-one years, in case 
the annuitant live so long, the court would not, in my opinion, direct any 
accumulation of the surplus rents except in so far as such accumulation 
might be necessary for the reasonable protection and security of the 
annuity. In the result, therefore, I think that, according to the true 
construction of this will, the right heirs of the petitioner are the devisees 
of the surplus rents from the date of the death of the petitioner, although 
the annuitant should survive him. In other words, I thivk that in effect 
upon and from the death of the petitioner the will gives the property (but 
subject to the annuity if and so long as subsisting) to the right heirs of the 
petitioner. If I am right in this it follows, I think, that subject 
to the subsisting annuity, 1f and so long as it may be rubsisting, and the 
limitations being all equitable, by virtue of the rule in Shelley's 
case the property, subject to the annuity, belongs to the petitioner 
in fee simple, or rather, would belong to him if it had not been taken 
by the railway company. But as the property or the fund in court 
has been released from the only snbsisting annuity, I hold that the 
petitioner is absolutely and presently entitled to the fund in court, and] 
make the order for payment out thereof accordingly.—CovunseL, Hughes, 
K.C., and Fitzgerald ; Austen Cartmell; M. Romer, Soxicrrors, Venn ¢ 
Woodcock, for Pellatt § Pellatt, Banbury; Ullithorne, Currey, § Jennings; 
Lingards. 
[Reported by H. Ciavcutow Scott, Barrister-at- Law. | 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


THE MAYOR, &., OF SOUTHEND-ON-SEA (Appellants) v. ARCHER 
(Respondent), THE SAME (Appellants) ». ROMANIS (Respondent), 
Div. Court. 25th Jan. 


Locat Government—New Bvuitprscs—Woopren Cover ror WEIGHING 
Macaine — RerresHmMent Boorn — BuimpincSs or a TEMPORARY 
OnaracteR—Pvusiic Heatru Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55) s. 157. 


These two cases were heard together and were both appeals by case 
stated from the decision of the justices in and for the Borough of Southend- 
on-Sea. In the first case the respondent was summoned on an information 
preferred by the sanitary authority of the borough of the above town for 
unlawfully erecting a new building—to wit, a weighing machine house 
situate on the Western Esplanade, without causing ‘‘ such building to be 
enclosed with walls constructed of good bricks, stone, or other hard and 
incombustible materials properly bonded and solidly put together,” 
contrary to No. 11 of the ‘‘ Bye-laws in force within the said 
borough with respect to new streets and buildings,’ which bye-laws 
were made under section 157 of the Public Health Act, 1875. 
At the hearing the following facts were proved: The structure in question 
was erected within six months of the information as a house or shelter fora 
large weighing machine on the Western Esplanade on the sea front in the 
borough, where the public passing along could and did stop for the 
purpose of using the weighing machine. ‘The erection was used only 
during the summer months, and could readily be moved, being made iu 
sections for that purpose. The structure measured 10ft. 4in. by 7ft. (ex- 
clusive of projecting steps lft. 8in, wide), with a height of 10ft. in front 
and 8ft. 6in. at the rear. It consisted of wood framing, closely boarded 
with match-boarding on all four sides. It had an opening 7ft. wide in 
front, which was open during business hours, but closed at night with 
wooden shutters and secured by bolts inside. There was a door on the 
east side, which was locked at night. It had a wooden floor, close-board 
and placed on sleepers or joists, and the roof was constructed of wood 
covered with felt. Inside the structure there were a large weighing 
machine, a small table, two chairs, and some hat-pegs. There were no 
sanitary arrangements, and no provision for artificial lighting or for 
heating. The structure was not fixed to the soil, and had no foundation 
other than the wooden floor joists resting in the ground. During the 
summer season the structure was open daily, between the hours of 8 a.m. 
and 8 p.m., or thereabouts, and was visited by persons using the 
machine, the respondent being in charge. It was securely closed at 
night, the weighing machine and other articles being inside; but no 
person remained on the premises. The appellants contended that 
the object of the power of making bye-laws conferred by section 
157 of the Public Health Act, 1875, was to prevent the erection of 
wooden buildings or buildings of combustible matcrials in unfit situations; 
that the bye-laws in effect prohibited the erection of new buildings of 
wood, except such as were exempted therefrom; that the structure in 
question was not an exempted building, and that it was a new buildi 
within the scope and meaning of the bye-laws: Stevens v. Gourley ( 
W. R. 85, 29 L. J. OC. P. 1), Richardson v. Brown (49 J. P. 661), and 
Leicester Corporation v. Brown (41 W. R. 78, 57) P. 70) were cited. On 
behalf of the respondent it was contended that the structure was not 6 
building or new building within the bye-laws ; and that it had none of the 





r in the lifetime of the surviving annuitant and the death of 
such annuitant. Nor is there any express direction to accumulate this 





features or uses with respect to which the corporation had power under 
section 157 of the Public Health Act, 1875, to make bye-laws. The 
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held upon the facts that the erection in question was one of an 
aatirely different character to those dealt with in the decision of Stevens v. 
Gourley and Richardson v. Brown, and that the power given by section 157 
of the Public Health Act, 1875, to make bye-laws, and the bye-laws made 
thereunder, did not purport to deal with erections of such a temporary 
nature and use, and that the building was therefore not a new building 
within the meaning of the bye-laws. The question for the conrt was 
whether the justices were right in so holding. In the second case 
the respondent, R. W. Romanis, was summoned by the same 
authority on an ivformation charging him with unlawfully 
erecting a new building—to wit, a shop situate in front of the 
Castle Hotel, Marine-parade, contrary to the aforesaid bye-law. Un 
the hearing before the magistrates the followig facts were proved: 
The structure in question was erected by the respondent, for the purpose 
of being used during the summer months for the sale of tea, mineral 
waters, and light refreshments, on land immediately in front of the Castile 
Hotel in the borough on the sea front. The respondent was in the habit 
of erecting the structure at the beginning of each ceason (in the month 
of April) and taking it down at the end o1 the season, the structure being 
built in sections for that purpore. It measured 9ft. 3in. by 6ft. llin., 
with a height of 7ft. 5in. It consisted of wood framing, closely boarded 
with half-inch matchboarding on all four sides. The front was movable 
and was taken down during business hours and closed and locked at night. 
It had a wooden floor, close boarded and fastened to the sides, and a roof 
of canvas or calico securely fixed on wooden cross-pieces and fastened 
down all round. Inside it had shelving and a counter and goods placed 
on shelves. There were no sanitary or drainage arrangements, and no 
provision for artificial lighting or for heating other than for an urn for 
making hot water. It simply rested on the ground by its ‘on without 
being fixed to the soil, and had no foundation or chimney. uring the 
summer the structure was duily used as a shop for the sale of mineral waters 
and Jight refrer-hments, the respondent’s tenant or a person employed by 
the tenant being in charge thereof and serving customers thereupon. At 
night it was securely fastened up, the goods and articles above-mentioned 
remaining inside, but no one remaining on the premises. The justices upon 
the above facts were of opinion that the erection was with reference to size, 
permanency, construction and user distinguished from the class of buildings 


covered by Stevens v. Gourlay and Richardson v. Brown, and that the |: 


bye-law did not apply to it, and they therefore dismissed the 
information. The question for the High Court was whether the justices 
were right in point of law in holding that the structure was not a new 
building within the meaning of the bye-laws. 

Tre Court (Bruce and Pum.rmors, JJ.) dismissed both appeals. 

In giving judgment, Taz Covrr held that neither of the structures was 
a building within the bye-laws of the Public Health Act, 1875. As 
regards the first, its smallness and the fact that it was not adapted for 
habitation shewed that it was not a “building.”’ In their opinion it 
was merely a cover for the weighing machine and not a “‘ building.’’ The 
cases cited were distinguishable trom the present one. In Stephens v. 
Gourlay the structure was a wooden house; in Richardson v. Brown the 
structure was a building in all respects except that it was on wheels, 
which, it was held, did not make it lees a building. In London County 
Council v. Pearce (40 W R. 543; 1892, 2 Q. B. 109) there was a stracture 
somewhat similar to the present one—namely, a pay-office, and that was 
beld not to be a building. Im the case of the respondent Romanis the 
structure erected was still less a building; it was merely a temporary 
refreshment cover or booth. Both appeals therefore failed. Appeals 
dismissed.—Counssi, Macmorran, K.O., and Herbert Smith. Soxtcrrors, 
J.B. ¢ H. Scott, for W. H. Snow, Southend-on-Sea. The respondents 
Were not represented. 

[Reported by E. G. Stittwe tt, Barrister-at-Law.] 


THE KING v. HAMILTON. C.C.R. 30th March. 


Oxuanan Law—Fravupunentty Musappropriatinec Monry—Inrent To 
Derravp ALLEGED IN INpICTMENT—BuT NO ALLEGATION OF ACTUALLY 
DerravpING—OUOLD UFrreNDER—Orrence NOT PUNISHABLE wiTH Haxp 
Lanour—OnimminaL Procepure Act, 1851 (14 & 15 Vicr. c. 100), s. 29. 


This was a case stated for the consideration of the court by the Common 
Serjeant (Mr. Buranquet, K.U.), who tried the prisoner Frederick T. 
Hamilton atthe Central Crimine! Court in February last on an indictment 
charging him in four counts with the common law misdemeanour of 
forging and uttering certain writings with intent to defraud. The 
prisoner had in fact fraudulently misappropriated the greater part of 
certain money which he had collected and received for one Cobd. An 
order was made in the county court that he should render an 
account of the money he had so received. He thereupon delivered 
to the plaintiff’s solicitor as true and genuine lists of the amounts 
received, papers on which the donors had entered their names and 
the amounts which they had handed him. Before delivering such 
Papers he altered the entries made by donors eo as to make it appear 
that they had given much smaller sums, and so «s, in some cases, to 
conceal the identity of the donors. It was not alleged in the indict- 
ment that Cobb had in fact been defrauded or prejudiced except ro far as 
it appeared in the third and fourth counts that Cobb was deprived by tbe 
prisoner's conduct of the evidence to support his claim, The prisoner was 
&n old offender, and ought, in the opinion of the Common Serjeant, to be 
sentenced to imprisonment with bard labour under the Criminal Procedure 
Act, 1851 (14 & 15 Vict. c. 100), which provided, in section 29, that ‘‘ when- 
ever any prisoner shall be piety of any of the offences following 


be kept to hard labour during the whole or any part of such term of 
imprisonment.’’ The Common Serjeant po sentence and com- 
mitted the prisoner to prison pending the determination of the question 
whether, as only the intent to detraud was alleged in the indictment, and 
there was no ination of actually defrauding, the mer could be 
sentenced under this section to hard labour. No counsel were instructed 
in the case, but counsel who had appeared for the tion in 
the court below, at the request of the Lord Chief Justice, argued the 
case. He submitted that the offence of which the prisoner was convicted 
had to be brought within that section in order that sentence of hard 
labour might be paseed on him. The mere publication of forged 
instruments for the purpose of deceit wasin 1 a substantive offence 
indictable at common law. He cited Rex v. Minister and Churchwardens of 
St. Botolph, Bishopsgate (1 W. Blackstone’s Rep., p. 442), Hawkins’ Defini- 
tion of Forgery (Hawkins’ Pleas of the Crown 1 ch. 51), Russelt on 
Crimes (6th ed., vol. 2, p. 467)—‘*‘ The cheat or fraud must be effected by 
some deceitful and illegal practice or token, which affects, or may affect, 
the public, in order to be indictable at common law, and it seem; also to 
result . . . that a cheat or fraud in order to be punishable by common law 
must be such against which common prudence could not have guarded.”’ 
See alco Rex v. Govers, in 2 East’s Pleas of the Crown, at p. 824. 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstonr, C J., and Matnuew, Lawrance, Brvce, 
and Ripiey, JJ.) held that the prieoner could not be sentenced to undergo 
hard labour, and that the Common Serjeant would have been wrong if he 
had eentenced the prisoner thereto. 


[Reported by Exsxrxs Rep, Barrister-at-Law. | 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COUNTY COURT, ENGLAND.—FEES. 
(Continued from p. 412. 

PART IL. (continued). 





| Where the Subject- 
matter of the Action or 
Fees in Equitable Actions or Matters only, unless otherwise |  -»s- Matter 
nae Does not Exceeds 
“exceed £100. £100, 
seaniaeaian aia seater sili a ea, 
Registrar's Fees. £0. d.;| £a,d. 
12. For every sitting on which the registrar is | 
employed in settling conditions and contracts 
or fixing reserved biddings, or in taking 
accounts, making inquiries, or acting as a 
special examiner under Order XXIIL., Rule 
12, or Order XXIV., Rules 1 and 2, or Order 
° 010 0, 010 0 


XVIIL., Rules 14, 15 and 21... 0. wee oes 
13. Where the sitting is longer than one hour, then 
for every additional hour or thereof 
14. Where the registrar is required to attend ele- 
where than at the court or office (in addition 





to the above) —.......  cee wee 010 0,100 
15. Mileage one way, each mile.. ... ... .. «| 0 YU 6) 0 0 6 
16. For certificate under Urder XXIV., Rule 15...) 015 0) 110 0 
17. For making and transmitting note of order 
under Order XXXVI., Rule2... ... .. «| 0 2 6, 0 3 6 
18. For every inspection of certificate, Order 
Te ee a, ks, oe oe SS. 8. OY) OBE 
19. For nling and realing every affidavit or other | 
document, not being a document annexed to | 
an affidavit, or a document for which a fee is | 
Degen BONTEROR ce ase wwe ee wee we | 8 2 OO] OT OS 
20. For every application fora search andsearching | 0 2 0, 0 2 0 
21. For issuing every warrant ... om eep Oe 020;03 80 
22. For giving «very notice required by any order, | 
except as hereafter mentioned... ... .. ..|/ 0 20 0 2 6 
23. Where the notices are given uvder Urder IIL., | 
Rules 24 and 25... ... Saggy ek Fe ge 
24 For every office copy, perfolio ... ... .. «| U8 0 vv 4 
25. For every taxxtion of costs .. ... «. .. «| O TU O10 0 
26. For every bond with sureties ... .. .. ../ U5 0 OT 6 
27. For every summons under Order XXIV.,Rule2 | 0 1 016 
28. Where hearing takes place at another court | 
under Order XXXIII., Rule 10aa, to the 
Registrar of such other court for his duties 4 
antler Geb TUS... ws ms we ss om on ft Oe, 01 8B. 
High Balif's Fees. 
29. For service within home district of every sum: | 
mona, petition, subpena, notice, or order, | 
not being a summons for commitment or a | 
summons to a juror— 
If within one mile of court howe .. ../ 0 26 O40 
| 


If beyond one mile, then for every addition 
mile or partofamile .. 0 6.00 | 
30. For service of every summons, petition, sub- 





@ an indictable misdemeanour—i.e,, any cheat or fraud punishable 
at common law it shall be lawful for the court to sentence the 


" prisoner to be imprisoned for any term now warranted by law, and also to 


except as aforeaai 
ory Se cus cent 040/050 
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| 
| Where the Amount 
Fees in Admiralty Actions. ——- 


Doesnot | Exceeds 
‘exceed £100.) £100, 


Fees in Equitable Actions or Matters only, unless otherwise 
mentioned. 





Doesnot | Exceeds 








exceed £100. | £100, 








. Where service is ordered to be personal, then an 
I PO ss ass yeas, oss: art oe owe | 8 8S 
. For the execution of each warrant within home 
With an allowance of mileage, double the | 
amount of the allowance on summonses. 
. For the execution of each warrant in a foreign 
. For keeping possession under a warrant of | 
execution, advertising, appraisement, and | 
tale, or for inventory, appraisement, cata- | 
loguing, lotting, and preparing for sale, and | 
advertising, where no sale takes place by | 
by reason of the execution being withdrawn, | 
satisfied, or stopped, the same allowances as 
under a warrant issued by the court in the | 
exercise of its ordinary jurisdiction. 
35. Superintending sale, whether by auction or | 
private contract, under Order II., Rule 35, | 
or Order XXIII., Rule 13, making out | 
account, and paying money into court, £2 | 
per cent. on first £50 eo paid, and £1 per 
cent. on all afterwards. 


0 2 6 
010 0 








N.B.—The fees in equitable actions or matters shall be payable in actions 
or matters under sections 67, 68, 69, 70, and 71 of the Act; the Succession 
Duty Act, 1853, section 50; the Court of Probate Acts, 1857 and 1858; 
the Partition Acts, 1868 and 1876; the Solicitors Act, 1870; the Local 
Loans Act, 1875, sections 12 and 25; the Commons Act, 1876, secti.n 30; 
the Rivers Pollution Prevention Acts, 1876 and 1893; the Sale of 
Exhausted Parish Lands Act, 1876; the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882, section 11; the Settled Lands Acts, 1882 to 1890; the Judicature 
Act, 1884, section 17 ; the Guardianship of Infants Act, 1886; the Lunacy 
Act, 1890, sections 132 and 300: the Open Spaces Act, 1890; the Trustee 
Act, 1893 ; the Finance Act, 1894, section 10; the Judicial Trustees Act, 
1896 (but subject to the provisions of the Judicial Trustee Rules, 1897) ; 
and the Inebriates Act, 1898, section 12; but such fees shall not be pay- 
ab'e in proceedings in which the Oourt exercises its powers under the 
Money-lenders Act, 1900, section 1. 

Subject to the provi-ions of Order XIII., Rule 12 (May, 1899), an appli- 
cation for the appointment of a receiver by way of equitable execution 
snall for the purposes of fees be treated as an interlocutory application in 
an equitable ac'ion or matter. 

Where the amount or value of the subject-matter of the action or matter 
is not disclosed by the plaint or petition, it shall be taken not to exceed 
£100, and the fees charged accordingly. If, however, the judge shall 
sabsequently certify that the amount or value of the subject-matter does 
exceed £100, the difference between the fees up to that time taken and 
those that would bave been taken had it exceeded £100 may then be taken. 


PART IIL. 
Where the Amount 7 
claimed 
Fees in Admiralty Actions. 


Does pot Exceeds 


exceed £100 


~ 
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Registrar’s Fees. £ 
. On every warrant of arrest of avessel or property 0 
. On every order of release ae ek ese ae 
See I fie Sk ee: cet, daw cae aor 1 OD 
» affidavit of justification... ae 
5» subpoena or summons toa witness ... 0 
»»  Mnoticeofhearing ... ... ... each’ 0 
Summons for the attendance of an assessor at 
the hearing of any action or reference each | 0 
. For every order of transfer of action or sale . 
. Where a epecial court is to be held for the trial 
of the action... a oe 
. Where the court is to sit for the hearing or 
part hearing of an action beyond three miles 
from registrar’s office. then in addition 
Mileage one way from office to place of sitting, 
DENN |) daa) sds) Sesc (eas) ose. Gon! ade 
; oe “wy registrar cannot return the same 
3. Yor wing final judgment a ee 
14. For filing every affidavit or other document, not 
being a document annexed to an affidavit ... 
. For every cflice copy of a document in the 
English language... ... ... per folio 
j. For office copies ot papers in a foreign langusge, 
oF ot short’ ard writers’ or reper e:s’ notes, ur 
ot abstracts or tranelations made in the office, 
in addition to the above fees, the charges of 
me. ee 


d. 
0 
0 
0 
6 
0 


SIS oe ON 
hm bobo Crota 
ocoooocot 


Cy.) 
Gwe Nww-1-1% 


iy 
i) 


. From a 


. For every summons for commitment saat aa 
. For every warrant of execution against goode, | 


. Ditto c + | 
. For every sitting in which the registrar is | 





7. On a receipt for money or for papers (only one | 


fee to be taken, however many may be the papers | 
delivered in at one time) eee ase | 
person who is not a party in the | 
nor his solicitor, nor the clerk of the solicitor, 

on examining the court books in respect of | 
any action ... cco | 


| 


order of commitment, or order for appraise- | 
ment or sale of veesel or property, or warrant 
of execution against vessel or property... 


. On examining the documents in any action iu | 


which no proceedings are pending, and which | 
has been terminated within the last two | 
he ee ee ee ee 
ditto, if beyond that period. 
employed as an examiner, or on a reference, | 


or for the assessment of damages where the 
amount claimed exceeds £20 ... 


- When the sitting is longer than one hour, ‘then 


for every additional hour or part of an hour 


. Where the registrar shall be required to attend 


elsewhere than at the court or office (in 
addition to the above)... 0... wee eee ee 
Mileage one way from the office to the place of 
sitting, for each mile... ae 


27. For report under Order XXXIXz., Rule 70... 
28. For making and transmitting note of judgment 


or order under Order XXXVI., Rute 2... 


29. For every notice under Order XXXIXz., Bules 


37d, 38a,and 39 ... .. 


. For every order for substituted service under 


Order XXXTXB., Rules 13, 16, or 39 ... 


. For every order directing notice of judgment or 


order to be given under Order XXXIXz. 
atin sd: - aa lah celle. baa, 80 
For drawing advertisements and inserting 


. For taxation of costs 


High Bailiff’s Fees. 


For service of every summons, subpcona, or 
IE sere aaa’, Set eee disehureibs area) 64 
And reasonable expenses for travelling and 
maintenance .. | 


35. Where service is ordered to be ‘personal, ‘then 


an additional fee of ... 


36. Attendance at special court, if ‘required by judge 
. For execution of warrant of arrest of vessel or 


PUOOTNF ove ces see. see 00 con ccm, ove 
And reasonable expenses for travellitig and 
maintenance 


. For keeping possession of ‘yeesel or property 


under warrant of arrest, to include the cost 
of a vessel-keeper, if required, per day... 


. For service of summons for commitment... 
. For execution of order of commitment ; 
. For execution of warrant of execution against 


goods in aetion in personam, or against the 
goods of parties giving bail and their sureties 
in action in rem [Form 3314]... «6 0 0. «ss 

And for keeping possession, appraisement, 
advertising, and sale, or for inventory, 
appraisement, cataloguing, lotting and pre- 
paring for sale, and advertising, where no 
sale takes place by reason of an execution 
being withdrawn, satisfied, or stopped, the 
same allowances as under a warrant of execu- 
tion on a judgment of the court given in the 
exerciee of ite ordinary juriediction. 


. For execution of warrant of execution against | 


331e] or property in action in rem [Form | 
ae ae ee ee ee eee 
[ Less, where vessel or property is already 
under arrest, the fee for execution of 
warrant of arrest ; | 
And reasonable expenses for travelling and 
For keeping possession of vessel or property 
under such warrant, to include the cost of a 
vessel-keeper, if required, perday... ... ... 
On sale of vessel or property [in addition to 
appraiser's and a er’s charges| for 
every £50 or fraction thereof of the gross 


0 10 



















oo 































1 10 0 












1 10 0 

























































April 20, 1901. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 45.] 429 








— 








| Where the Amount 
claimed. 
Fees in Admiralty Actions. | Doss not | Fuoeeds 
exceed £100.; £100. 
4, Appraiser’s and auctioneer’s fees in action in 
rem: 
(a) For inventory and appraisement only, | 
without sale— 
If the appraised value does not 
exceed £500, for every £100 or | 
fraction of £100 ... ... . «., 10 0) 1 0 0 
If the appraised value exceeds £500, | 
for the first £500, percent... ...{| 100) 10 0 
For each subsequent £100 or fraction 
RSD | ice: eae, ete oe ce, we ( OED B.. OD O 
(2) Where sale takes place— 
For inventory and appraisement, for 
every £100 of the appraised value, 
or fraction of £100... ... ... «| 010 0; 010 0 
For sale, for every £100 or fracti 
of £100 of the gross proceeds of 
100/]10 0 


ee ee ee 
Together with the actual cost of | 
printing, advertising, and hire of 
sale room. | 
And, in either case, s reasonable sum 
for travelling expenses and main- | 
tenance. 

(c) Where no sale takes place by reaton 
of an execution being withdrawn, 
satisfied, or stopped, there may be 
allowed the full fees under (a) for 
inventory and appraisement [tf actually 
made] and all charges actually and 
necessarily incurred for printing, | 
advertising, and preparing for sale, | 
end for travelling expenses and main- 
tenance as aforesaid. 








N.B.—The fees in Admiralty actions shall be payable in actions under 
the County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Acts, 1868 and 1869, and in 
dings which under the Merchant Snipping Act, 1894, or any other 

Act of Parliament may be taken as Admiralty proceedings in any court 
having Admiralty jurisdiction by virtue of the said County Courts 
Admiralty Jurisdiction Acts, 1868 and 1869. 
Where the amount or value of the subject-matter of the action is not 
— by “ mo, S = be taken not to —_ £100, and the fees 
ged accordingly. , however, the judge shall su uently certify 
that the amount or value of the subject-matter ic ee £100, the 
difference between the fees up to that time taken and those that would 
have been taken had it exceeded £100 may then be taken. 


PART IV. 
Fees iN OTHER PROCEEDINGS. 


8. For examination of claim, ls. in the £ on the amount of suc 


claim, so that the total fee does not exceed... ... ons 00 
High Bailif’s Fees. 
9. For service of every notice under Order XXXVIIfz., Rules 2 
and 4— 
Within one mile of registrar's office... ... ... «.. «. 0 2 6 
Beyond one mile, for every additional mile or part of a . 
Ge ce ae ek Se ee, ae a oe, ee ee ee 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


A special general meeting of the members of the society will be held in 

the hall of the society on Friday, the 26th inst., at two o’clock precisely, 

to consider the subjects hereiuatter mentioned. 

Land Transfer.—Mr. J. 8. Rubinstein will move: ‘‘ That, in view of 

the fact that the experimental period of three years mentioned in the 

Land Transfer Act, 1897, will expire on the 18th of July next. this 

meeting is of opinion that »n inquwry inte the system of compulsory 

registration in London should be beld, there being now sufficient mat rials 

for a decision whether or not additional difficulty, expense, and delay are 

occasioned thereby without a cerre-ponding advantage to persons dealing 

with Jand.”’ 

| Intermediate Examination.—Mr. 0. W. Hulmes will move: (1) ‘‘ That as 

an encouragement to articled clerks, the successful candidates at all future 
intermediate examinations be divided into two classes, Ist and 2nd 
respectively.”’ (2) ‘* That those whose names appesr in the first class shall 
ipso facto be privileged to sit for honours at the final examination without 
payment of avy fee therefor’’ ; and (3) ‘* That thece privileges shall apply 
to all candidates who pass the intermediate examiuution atter the lst of 
January, 1901.”’ 

Monthly Journal.—Mr. Hatvey Clifton will ask: ‘‘ Whether the 
Council consider it advisable to issue to members (and, if no*, why not) a 
monthly journal incorporating all the printed matter now issued perivdicatly 
palin genom. / by the Council, whereby expense might be saved, and a 
jo representing distinctly the views and interests of solicitors as a 
body might be produced.’’ 

Solicitors in Parliament.—Mr. Harvey Clifton will ask: ‘‘ Why have 
not solicitors who are members of the House of Commons the same 
privilege as barristers in being exempt from service on committees of the 
House ; and whether if, as appears, the privilege accorded to barrister 
M.P.’s is an improper aud selfish one, placing them in an unfairly 
advantageous position, the society will lend its influence to bring about an 
abrogation of the present order.”’ 

Membership of the Society —Mr. ‘Harvey Clifton will move: ‘That 
the Council be recommended to take the neceseary steps to ensure that 
every person admitted on the roll of solicitors in the future becomer, on 
admiesion, a member of the Inco Law Society of the United 


Kingdom, and that all solicitors not members of the society should become 
members.”’ 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


April 15.—Mr. BR. C. Nesbitt in the chair.—Mr. A. H. Pollen moved : 
lish nation shews a remarkable improvem:nt in 











Registrar’s Fees. £ 8 d.|“ a — the <enctenteall Tenteniiaihen dee aa be 
: ‘ 7 D intelligence an wledge she soon be incompetent 
L ae < ey of deserted married women, 20 & 21 29 discharge ¢ the Imperial duties the has jncurred.” Pat G . F. Mortioer 
<p Rent. Ri P : posed. : : - re B 
For sealing every order brought to a registrar, enter oP = oa — wey yet, ; 
came, and transmitting sealed copy 7 entry to sage Welasky, 4. W. Masks, ent J. 2, W. Caen. 
trar of County Oourts judgments... ... ... ... «. 0 5 0 ——- 
2. Grant of a certificate of judgment under the Inferior Courts 
Judgments Extension Act, 1882 ... ... 1... se «- O 2 6 ] 
3. pucsetation of such last-mentioned certificate for registration 0 2 6 LAW STUDENTS J OURNAL. 
4. Sealing and issuing duplicate of such certificate ... ... ... 0 1 0 COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Registrar's and High Bailiff’s Fees. The following are the awards made by the Council u the Easter 
§. In proceedings under the Vompanies Act, 1867, section 11, -~ apaaaees held in Gray’s-inn-hall on the 26th, 27th, and 28th of March 
theCompanies (Memorandum of Association) Act, 1890, ; Romax Law 
or the Companies Act, 1898, the registrar shall be allowed tigerNe 
to retain as remuneration for the duties performed by Class 1.—Mohammed R. B. Kadri and John A. Simpson, Middle 
him one-half of the fees taken by him in respect of such Temple. 
¢ se he shall be allowed to retain the whole of the fees Temple; Frederic L. V. Fildes, Inner Temple; Ernest A. 8. Gray, 
taken in respect thereof; and the high bailiff shall be Lincoln’s-inn ; Stuart G. Knox, Alexander Morrison, and Alexander K. 
allowed the same fees for the duties performed by him as Turner, Middle Temple. 
in proceedings under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, Class II[.—Gulamdastgar K. Aga, Norman C, Armitage, and Albau 
1890. F. L. Bacon, Inner Temple; Bhupendra N. Base, Gray’s-inn; Jebangir 
For taxation of accounts and examination of claims under H. Bhabha and Jeha C. Buimoria, Lincoln’s-inn; Framroze R. 
sections 4 and 5 of the Parliamentary Elections (Returning Bomanji, Gray's-inn; Edward G Boyle, Inner Temple; Cyril H. BE. 
Ufficers) Act, 1875, or any Act applying the said Act, or Brethe:ton, Gray’s-inn ; Harold T. Cawley, Inner Temple; Obit Hlaing 
any other Act providing for the taxation by the court of and Byram A. Cooper, Middle Temple; Louis L. D’Abadie, Inner Temp! ; 
costs of elections :— Henry N. Devenish, Mohammed F. Elahi, ag W. Falkner, Hugh J. 
Registrar's Fi Godley, and Ivon L O. Gower, Lincoln’s-mn; Henry W. W. Graiu and 
_ vo) en Jobn G. Gubbins, Middle Temple; Smith A. Guest, Inner Temple ; John H. 
. For every notico under Order XXXVIIIu., Rules 2 and 4 0 2 6) Hewlett, Liacoln’s-inn ; Frank M. Horne, Gray’s-inn ; Thomas M. Hunter 
- For taxation— and Philip 8. Kershaw, Inner Temple; Charl-s M. Knowles and Claude H. P. 
Where the amount of the account to be taxed does not Lamond, Middle Woe Geoffrey P. Langworthy, Lincoln’s-inn ; Charles 
Oxceed £50... ve sie see cee cee nee eee cee see O 10 0} WL. Launspach, Middle Temple; Henry L. Lubeck, Lincoln’s-inn; Prince 
And for every additional £50 or fractional part of £50 W. E. Moore, Middle Temple; Robert H. Norton, Inner Temple; Khan 
au additional fee of 1... ae ee nee eee ee ee 08 10 0] M. Nusrullah, Linooln’s-inn ; Robert Obbard, Ranchhodbhai B. Patel, 
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and Roger Payne, Inner bap ood Edward G. Peake, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Henry I. Phillips, Gray’s-inn ; Clement H. Pierson, Inner Temple; Jwala 
Prasad, Lincoln’s-inn ; Samuel T. Raj, Gray’s-inn ; Sant Ram and Philip 
C. Rowe, Lincoln’s-inn ; Mohammed Said and Thomas W. Scale, Middle 
Temple; Nirinal O. Sen, Gray’s-inn ; Akbar Shah and Richard J. Simp- 
son, Middle Temple ; Frederic Swann, Inner Temple; Herbert L. Tebbs, 
Gray’s-inn ; Leonard R. Thomas, Middle Temple; William U. Timmis, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Henry C. B. Underdown, Inner Temple; Rigby Wason, 
Middle Temple. 
Ninety-two were examined and 63 passed. 

postponed until the Michaelmas examination, 1901. 


ConstituTiIonAL Law anp LeGat History. 


Class I.—Robert C. Edmonds, Middle Temple; Heidsieck P. Murray 
and Arthur H. D. Steel, Inner Temple. 

Class II.—Charles E. Bagram, Frank W. Ohisman, and Jobn L. A. 
Cock, Inner Temple; Edward R. Harrison, Middle Temple; John H. 
Henderson, Lincoln’s-inn ; Francis 8. Leung, Gray’s-inn ; Jobn 8. Low, 
Middle Temple; John F. Marshall, Inner Temple; Thomas R. D. 
Parsons, Gray’s-inn ; Charles U. Remfry, Inner Temple; Francis B. B. 
Shand, Middle Temple ; Eric R. Watson, Inner Temple. 

Olass III. — Abdul-Wahid, Lincoln’s-nn; Paul Appasamy and 
Norman C. Armitage, Inner Temple ; Bhupendra N. Basu, Gray’s-inn ; 
Reginald Beddington, Lincoln’s-inn ; Raphael E. Belilios, Middle Temple ; 
Vere F. Bertie and Edwin A. Biedermann, Inner Temple; Lionel Blume, 
Lincoln’s-inn; Frederick H. Bowcher and Harry Brownsword, Inner 
Temple; Francis R. Bush, Lincoln’s-inn; Harold T. Uawley, Inner 
Temple; Chit Hlaing, Middle Temple; Leonard W. J. Costello, Inner 
Temple; Samuel J. de Jager, Middle Temple; Henry N. Devenish, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Owen L. Evans, Middle Temple; Edgar T. Fawssett, 
Inner Temple; Arthur Foulkes, Gray’s-inn; William H. P. Fox and 
George Frost, Middle Temple; Hugh J. Godley and Ernest A. 8. Gray, 
Lincoln’s-inn; Hon. Bertram F. Gurdon and James R. B. Hart, Inner 
Temple; Syud 8. Hasan, Middle Temple; Harold W. Haworth and 
Cuthbert M. Headlam, Inner Temple; Ian M. Henderson and 
Charles N. Hope-Wallace, Lincoln’s-inn ; William Houlding, Middle 
Temple ; Mohammed Ismail, Gray’s-inn ; George H. Jaager, Thomas 8. 
Jevons, and Eric T. Johnson, Inner Temple; Matilal C. Kamodia, Gray’s- 
inn; Ap dra B. Kariapa, Middle Temple; Salahuddin K. B. Khan, 
Gray’s inn ; Jagat R. Khosla, and Geoffrey P. Langworthy, Lincolu’s- 
inn; Henry A. Leggett, Middle Temple; William G. Lewis, Gray’s-inn ; 
Gerald Lightfoot, Maung Tsain, and Francis A. P. Morse, Middle Temple ; 
Nai Chote, Balfour H. ‘Neill, Robert H. Norton, and Robert Obbard, 
Inner Temple ; William Pringle, Lincoln’s-inn ; Lester W. H. Ralph, and 
Suryakant Ramdas, Middle ‘I’emple ; Patrick Shee, Lincoln’s-inn: Cecil 
R. Stephens, and Arthur A. Thomas, Inner Temple; Arthur H. 
Thompson and Harry B. Vaisey, Lincoln’s-inn ; William OC. F. Vaudrey, 
Ernest De Van Wetton, Ferdinand M. Wheatley. and David Williams 
(No. 2), Middle Temple ; Claude B. Wylde, Inner Temple. 

The number examined was 114, of whom 78 passed. Wight candidates 
‘were postponed until the Michaelmas examination, 1901. 

The special prize of £50 for the bset examination in Constitutional 
— ag Legal History was awarded to Heidsieck P. Murray, Inner 
emple. 


Fecur candidates were 


Evipence, Procepurg, anp Crmanat Law. 

Cxiass I.—Arthur V. Arrowsmith, Louis F. Bradford, and John Camell, 
Middle Temple ; Arthur Eckersley, Inner Temple; *Robert C. Edmonds, 
Middle Temple; *Thomas J. M. Greenfield, aud *Douglas McG. Hogg, 
Lincoln’s-inn; John A. King, Inner Temple; Edward D. ©. Lake, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Heidsieck P. Murray, Inner Temple; *Henry E. Peacock, 
Middle Temple; Charles O. Remfry, Inner Temple: *Robert E. Ross, 
Middle Temple; John B. Sandbach and Eric R. Watson, Inner Temple ; 
Alured M. Wilshere, Gray’s-inn. 

Class I1.—Francis T. V. Bayly, Middle Temple; Lionel Blume, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; William A. Brend, Charles L. Collard, and Henry D. 
Cornish, Inner Temple; Elliott G. M1. Dupigny, Middle Temple: William 
J. Evans, Gray’s-inn ; Frederick P. Fausset, Frederic L. V. Fildes, and 
Francis B. H. Goldsmith, Inner Temple; Michael J. Harnedy, John H. 
Henderson, and Gilbert H. J. Hurst, Lincoln’s-inn; William &. R. Innes, 
Middle Temple ; Robert L. Jones, Inver Temple ; Mohammed BR. B. Kad:i, 
Middle Temple ; James Keogh, Gray’s-inn ; Jagat R. Khosla, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Basil N. Lang, Inner Temple; George C. Maclean and Morgan 
Morgan, Middle Temple; Arthur V. Prior, Inner Temple; Alma Ram 
and Gullu Ram, Gray’s-inn; Henry H. Ramsden, Inner Temple; Earl 
Russell, Gray’s-inn ; Walter H. N. Secker, Inner Temple; Kanwar H. 
Singh and Arthur H. Tsompeon, Lincoln’s-inn; Reginald Unwin, Inner 
Temple; Richard H. Wellington, Cyril Williams, and David Williams 
(No. 2), Middle Temple. 

Claes IIl.—tyed M. Ali, Middle Temple; Amin C. Babree, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Kasi P. Basu, Gray’s-inn ; Frederick H.?Berryman, Middle Temple ; 
Thomas H. Chittenden, Inner Temple; Asitoeh Dis, Gray’s-inn ; Nuseer- 
wauji B. Gazder, Lincoln’s-inn ; William H. Gimblett, Frederick 1 Gomez, 
and Henry G. Greatrex, Middle Temple; Arthur Hacking, Henry D. 
Harben and Francis H. B. Hodgson, inner Temple; Henry M. Hooke, 
Midale Temple; Thomas M. Hunter, Charles J. Jackson, and John C. 
Jackson, Inner Temple; Matilal C. Kamodia and Salahuddin K. B. Khan, 
Gray’s-inn ; Sirajur R. Khan, Lincoln’s-inn; Alfred C. Lawrence, Middle 
Temple ; Henry L. Lubeck and Charles H. Lyell, Lincoln’s-inn; Edward 
F. by, Middle Temple; Sarat 8. Mukerji, Gray’s-inn; Robert H. 
Norton end Robert /Obbard, Inner Temple ; brahin M. Patail, Middle 
Temple; Roger Payne and Joveph W. Peirson, Inner Temple; Henry [. 
— and Mian A. Rehman, Gray’s-inn; Mohammed Said, Middle 
Temple; Khazan Singh, Lincoln’s-inn ; Arthur H. D. Steel and Cecil R. 


=e 
Pe 
Stephens, Inner Temple; Harry M. Thin and Harold ©. Tripp, Midg, 
Temple; George F. Walker, Inner Temple ; Thomas J. Williams, Gray'e 
inn; Rupert J. B. Wontner, Inner Temple. 

The number examined was 109, of whom 90 passed. 

The special prize of £50 for the best examination in Evidence, Procedur, 
and i tow was awarded to John Camell, Middle Temple. Thoy 
marked with an asterisk distinguished themselves in the examination, by 
were prevented from competing for the prize by the age limit. 


Pass CEeERmIFICATES. 


Olass II.—John W. F. Beaumont, Lincoln’s-inn ; Herbert R. D. 
Inner Temple; Jangamkote K. Rau and Charles 8. René, Gray’s-inn; 
Ernest C. M. Trehern, Middle Temple; Alfred B Weaver, Lincoln’s-iny, 

Olass III.—Horace O. C. Beasley, Inner Temple; Cecil W. Be 

Middle Temple ; Thomas T. Blyth, Inner Temple; John Buchan, 
H. ‘Couch, and William P. Cox, Middle Temple; John M. Davies, Gray's 
inn ; Arthur L. Downer and Harold W. Giffard, Lincoln’s-inn ; Henryj, 
Green, William T. J. Gun, Montagu A. Harris, James G. Heath, anj 
Harry C. Holden, Inner Temple; Bernard N. Lavgdon-Davies, Lincoln's. 
inn; Jobn A. Langston, Lewis C. Loyd, and William W. Lucas, Inne 
Temple; Hirabhai M. Mehta, Lincoln’s-inn; John A. Moore, Midd 
Temple; Harold S. Nicholas, Inner Temple; Peter H. V. Nicolas, Midd 
Temple; Walter A. Paynter, Inner Temple; Henry Plange, Lincoln's 
inn; Albert P. A. Profumo and Edward J. Sampson, Inner Temple ; Ovid 
E. L. Sharples, Middle Temple; Gurdit singh, Gray’s-inn; John A 
Spedding, Inner Temple; Aubrey R. Thomas, Middle Temple ; Perciyal 
E. W. Thornely and Basil B. Watson, Inner Temple. 

The number examined was 65, of wnom 38 passed. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Socrery.—April 16.—Chairman, Mr. R. P, 
Croom Johnson.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘' That in the opinion of 
this House some restriction should be placed upon the free exportation of 
coal from the United Kingdom.” Mr. H. Hamilton Fox opened in th 
affirmative; Mr. Wm. Richard Edwards opened in the negative. The 
following members also spoke: Mesers. Alder, Harnett, Rendell, 
Alexander, Powers, and Dods. The motion was lost by one vote. 

Bremincuam Law Srvupents’ Socrety.—A meeting of the above society 
was held in the Law Library, Bennetts-hill, on Tuesday evening last, when 
Mr. Horace Norton, barrister-at-law, delivered a second lecture on “The 
Sale of Goods Act, 1893.’’ A third and final lecture will be given on the 
same subject on Tuesday, the 30th inst. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLUTIONs. 

Joz Gzorcze Catruror and Cuartes Epwarp Bonner, solicitors 
(Calthrop & Bonner), Spalding. Feb. 1. 

SrerHEN Wooppripcs and Tuomas AnrHony Woepsrince, soliciton 
(Woodbridge & Sons), 5, Serjeants’-inn, London, and at Brentford. 
April 3. The said Stephen Woodbridge will in future carry on the seid 
business at Serjeants’-inn and Brentford aforesaid in partnersbip with 
Frank Woodbridge (now of 23, Surrey-street, Strand, London), under the 
present style or firm of Woodbridge & Sons. [ Gazette, April 12. 








GENERAL, 


Mr. Justice Grantham has fixed Monday, the 6th of May, for the com- 
mission day at the Leeds Spring Assizes. 


It is stated that Mr. Registrar Lavie is about to retire, in consequen® 
of failing health, after about forty years’ service. 


Mr. Justice Bucknill has had another relapse, and is confined to his bed 
His condition has slightly improved, but it is stated that it will be come 
weeks before he can return to court. 


The Recorder of Newcastle, Mr. Robson, M.P., at the Newcastle Sessions, 
said the prisoners on the calendar were imperfectly educated and had 
escaped our educational system, which they should not have done if it 
had been perfect, as they were all of age. 


A lawyer, says the Central Law Journal, addressed the court as “‘ gentle. 
men ” instead of “‘ your honours.” After he had concluded, a brother of 
the bar reminded him of his error. He immediately arose to apologize, 
thus: ‘* May it please the court, in the heat of debate, I called you 
honours gentlemen. It was a mistake, your honours.’’ 


It is ted, says the Zvmes, that the bearing of House of Lom 
appeals be resumed either on Tuesday next or the following Thursday. 
The list contains twenty-six cases, of which fifteen are English, five a 
Irish, and six are Scotch appeals. There are five causes awaiting judg: 
ment, and there are two claims to peerages depending. 


the curious and unusual spectacle was witnessed of a learned judge roaming 
about without a place wherein to sit, because, for once, at least, there 
were more judges than courts. Mr. Justice Joyce was unable to heat 
any cases, in consequence of there being no suitable refuge available for 
his ure. He, however, commenced his list next day in the large room 
opposite the Inns of Oourt Bar Library, which had been fitted up asa 





temporary court. 





When the Law Courts resumed on Tuesday, says the Daily Telegraph, 
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Ipgiving judgment last Monday, says the Globe, in an action for pay- 
yat brought by a dentist, the judge declared the defendant to be the 
jstjudge of the fit of the set of teeth supplied to her, and he added : ‘I 
behind her evidence.’’ Of course he could not, unless, like 
Sfouth Meg, in Browning’s poem, she had *‘a mouth that would 
gilow a bubbly-jock’s egg.’’ 
lord Bowen’s happiest efforts in the way of rhyme, says a writer in the 
ily Telegraph, were not of the serious kind. For pleasing absurdity 
witing could s his poetic request to Mr. Justice Mathew to escort 
jin to the Lord Chancellor’s breakfast. ‘ My dearJ.O., Will you be free, 
fp carry me, Beside of thee, In your buggee, To Selborne’s Tea? If 
jmakfast he Intends for we, On 2 November next, D.V.”’ 


Wr. Henry William Bull, of Southampton, says the Pail Mali Gazette, is 
id. And who was he? will be asked. A time there was when Mr. 
jall’s name was very much before the public. He was the contractor who 
jailtthe Law Courts, and as such crushed the famous masons’ strike. 
fisplan of campaign assumed the masterful form of importing workmen 
fom Germany, whom he housed on the spot under Government protection. 
Mestrike crushed him, all the same, for the firm went bankrupt before 
tie buildings were finished. The Government of the day were freely 
tamed for that untoward consequence, though it is quite ble that 
tiey did no more than keep Messrs. Bull strictly to their b > 


The Yokohama correspondent of the Daily Mail says that something 
lkea strike of Japanese judges and procurators has occurred. Many of 
the officials for some time actually refused to continue their duty, and it 
wsooly by the exercise of great pressure that they were induced finally 
focarry on the work of the courts. At the same time they agreed to 
naign in a body if any of their number were removed for this display of 
imbordination. The root of the trouble is the smallness of salaries. A 
Bil was before the Diet for increasing salaries all round, but the House of 

tatives threw it out, and this greatly incensed the occupants of 
the bench. Many judges get no more than the equivalent of £1 a week, 
md the highest salaries for the Court of Oassation and other principal 
tibunals are not more than £400 to £500 per annum. 

A“ Clerk to Justices,’’ writing to the Zimes on the Licensing Sessions 
Bil, says: ‘‘ My salary, after paying all expenses, is £325 a year. By far 
the larger portion of my professional income 1s derived from private 
practice. The proposal of prohibition, having been initiated, may be 
carried ; and who can say how far it may not in future be extended? The 
pmdent clerk to the justices in good practice will resign his appointment 
ud keep his private practice, and the magistrates will be limited in 
choosing his successor to solicitors who have not been so successful, and 
hence are more dependent, and (accordimg to the views of the Licensing 
(ommission) are more amenable to the corruption or the suggestion of 
wruption of the brewer, the distiller, and the world at large. It comes 
tothis—that purity is to be attained by removing from his office a clerk 
tho is in good practice who happens to number amongst his clients a 
ewer or distiller and by putting in his stead a less successful and hence 
nore dependent man. It does not seem to have occurred to tie promoters 
ofthis Bill that this more dependent clerk may be bribed althovgn he does 
tot act for a brewer or distiller.”’ 


4n important step was taken by the county council some time ago, says 
the Daily Telegraph, in connection with the records in its possession, many 
itwhich are documents of great bistoric interest. ‘The earliest relate to 
te Surrey and Kent Commissioners of Sewers, who were instituted under 
mActot Henry VIII., in the year 1514 or 1515, and the minutes of the 
commission, which are in twenty-four volumes, commence in January, 
ls7. There are discrepancies in the series, but after 1703 they go 
continuously to 1847. The next oldest collection of minutes are 
thoee of the Greenwich Commission, which range from 1625 to 1847; 
then comes the Poplar Commission, from 1629 to 1847; the West- 
minster Commission, from 1659 to 1847; the Tower Hamlets Oom- 
mission, 1702 to 1847; Holborn and Finsbury, 1716 to 1847; Sst. 
Katherine’s, 1782 to 1841; and the Metropolitan Commission of Sewers, 
187 to the formation of the Metropolitan Board of Works in 1855. 
Another class of documents of great value m the possession of the 
council are the deeds end papers relating to important properties held by 
them. Amongst this class is the Newport Market Charter, the deeds con- 
tected with tae ownership of Northumberland House, and the Court 
falls of Tooting-bec, of which the council are Lords of the Manor. The 

are most valuable, as they form an almost complete set of Court 

from the reign of Richard II. to the present time. These interesting 
td valuable documents are now being transcribed and edited with a view 
» publication. 

At the Dorset Quarter Sessions, on the 10th inst., Mr. B. Fossett Lock, 
the leader of the bar, suid that he had been asked to mention on behalf of 
the bar a rather delicate matter—the acting of the clerk of the peace or his 

as prosecuting solicitor in certain cases. Some correspondence 
taken place on the matter before, and he had understood that the 
Was not to be continued. He represented to the chairman some 
time back that the clerk of the peace was an integral part of the court, 
tad that therefore it was not consistent with the administration of justice 
he or his partner should prosecute a prisoner in that court. The 
magistrates themselves had set a severe rule upon themselves, for 
00 magistrate who was a barrister was entitled to practise in a 
Court at sessions or assizes. It certainly seemed undesirable 

in cases in which a point of law might be raised by the defence, the 
Prosecution should have been undertaken by the clerk of the peace or his 
- He was quite aware of the reason put forward, that the clerk of 
peace was also clerk of the county police authority, and that, when the 


their solicitor. Nevertheless, there was the fact that they appeared in that 
court to advise the magistrates in adjudicating in a matter in wnich they 
ions without the alightest desire to a y anything peroaal soonallp aginst the 
ons without the test to say an nst 
clerk of the peace or his partner. The members of bar were all on the 
best of terms with them both, and had the highest opinion of Mr. Ffooks 
as clerk of the peace and of the county council; but this was a matter 
which appeared to the members of the bar to reflect very largely upon 
the administration of justice. The chairman said he from the 
clerk of the peace that before acting in this way he had taken couneel’s 
opinion as to his right to do so, and counsel advised that there was no 
reason why he should not. Mr. Lock did not, he understood, allege in 
the least that the clerk of the peace had done anything illegal, but merely 
that it was an unadvisable course for him to take. At the same time the 
court considered that, wheter illegal or not, it was uaadvisable that such 
a course should continue ; and if the members of the bar would leave the 
matter in the magistrates’ hands they would take steps, if they could, 
to make some alteration so that the practice should not continue. 











COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Recisrzars 1 ATTENDANCE OF 







Date Emercency Appzat Cover Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. KexeEwica. Byrxg. 
..22 Mr. Pugh Mr. Leach Mr. Greswell Mr. Farmer 
os Leach Godfrey Church King 
Lavi Leach Greswell Farmer 
Beal Godfrey Church King 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Hagpy. Farwett. BUCKLEY. Joyce, 
Monday, April ........ 22 Mr. Carrington Mr, Beal Mr. Jackson Mr. King 
coday aura .23 Lavie Pugh Pe Farmer 
Wednesday ...... 24 Carrington Beal Jackson Church 
sesesensespoorsed 25 Lavie Pugh Pemberton Greswell 
NE hiibeihnchoneisichta 26 Carrington Beal Jackson Pemberton 
y on Lavie Pagh Pembeiton Jackson 


EASTER SITTINGS, 1901. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Appgat Covrr I. 

Final and interlocutory appeals from_the 
King’s Bench Division, the New Trial 
Paper, and In re The Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act. 


App motns ex pte—o 

mots—apps from ords m: 
Wednesday 15{ on ap; mots (ony, St), 

and Chan gen if 


required 
Thursday ...16...Chan gen list , 
Friday ...... 17...Bkey and Chan gen list 
Saturday .. 


App motns ex pte—orgl y 18 . 
Tues., April 16 =—= and apps from o Monday...... > Chan gen list 


made on interlocutory mots Tuesday ..... 


N.B.—The Appeals or other Business pro- 
posed to be taken in Appeal Court i will, 
from time to time, be announced in the 
Daily Cause List, 


mots — apps from oa 
Wednesday 22{ made on —_ mots (sep 
list), and gen list if 
required — 
Thursday ...23...Chan gen list : 
Friday ...... 2%...Bkcey and Chan gen list 








Appeat Court II. 


The General List and Appeal Motions 
from the Chancery, and Probate, Divorce, 
and Admiralty Divisions, and the Coun 
Palatine and Stannaries Courts, an 
Appeals in Bankruptcy and Lunacy. 

App motns ex pte—orgl 


moe—epps from o HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 








Tues., April 16 { made on appeal mots ( CHANCERY DIVISION. 
<a list), and Chan gen list if Cuancery Covert I. 
Wednesday 17 eee Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 
Thursday 1s | Chan gea list The following will be the Order of 
Friday ...... 19 ..Bkey and Chan gen list Business :— 
Saturday 20) Monday— Chamber summonses. 
Taoeiay — Spmnenes Tuesdey—Short Ca’ Petitions, and 
= otns ex pte—orel adjourned Summonses. ; 
NF - oe. e | Wednesday and Thursday — Adjourned 
Wednesday 24{0n ap) mots (sep Summonses. ; 
list), and Chan gen list if | Friday— Motions and Adjouraed Sum- 
uired monses. 


Thursday ...25 ‘Chan list | 


5 tings, Ta 
bee 26. -Bkcy and Chan gen list N B.—The first day of the Sittings. Tuce- 


— ae day, April 16, will also be a Motion Day. 
Monday”.....29 | Chan gen list Saturday — Adjourned Summonses. 
Tuesday......30) | Actions without Witnesses (not marked 
jApp motns ex _—- | short) Further vonsid wil 
mots—apps fromordsmade | be heard on days from time to time 
Wed,, May 1(on appeal mots re | announced in Day Cause List. 
list), and Chan gen Short Causes will be put into Tuesday's 
if required | List om the necessary paper (inci 


( County Palatine apps and 
Thursday ... 2} Chan gen list 


Friday ...... 3...Bkey and Chan gen list B.—If there are any Cases with Witnesses 
Saturday... 4) NB i'm convenient for Mr. Justice 
Monday...... 6 > Chan gen list Kekewich to try, noswithstandiog that 
— o tns ex a - © es wil os convene 
motns : 
a A ~— apps from o: Peetnily Cause Lick 


Wednesday 8 < made on appeal mots (se 
: list), and gen list ? 





Cuanoray Covat I. 
Mr. Justice BYRNE. 


Thursday ... 9 Oban gen list ’ 
ee 16... Mots and non-wit list 


Friday __.. 10... Bkoy and Chan gen list 
Saturday 





prosecuted, it was desirable that he or his partner should act as 


Ww ats 
Thursday ...18 seh BR 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—KING’S BENCH DIVISION, 5 5 
Masters 1n Cuampers ror Easter Sirtincs, 1901. A E R ‘ : . 
A to F.—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Johnson; | ee ey ae 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Pollock. 2 2 
G to N.—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Macdonell; | a & : : F 3 2 : 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Walton. & ‘g 
O to Z.—Mondays, Wednesdaye, and Fridays, Master Archibald; | = A a 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Wilberforce. pa ae rae 
A to F.—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned EH E 
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G to N.—All applications by summons or otherwice in actions assigned 3 A i $$ 
to Master Lord Dunboyne are to be made returnable before him in his| ~~ | © fs ~ © 19 A a a 
bo room, No. 112, at 11.30 am. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and é , 
ridays. 3 Ls c ? a . 
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summonses to be heard before the Master sitting in chambers, and will | necessary, sit at Nisi Prius. 
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COURT OF APPEAL. 


EASTER SITTINGS, 1901. 

Aprgat Court I.—Nortcrs. 
King’s Bench Interlocutory Appeals will be taken in Court I. on 

Tuesday, April 16, and afterwards on every Monday in the Sittings. 
King’s Bench Final Appeals and New ‘Trial Paper will be taken on 
to be announced in Daily Cause List. 

Appeals in Re The Workmen’s Compensation Act will be taken in 
(ourt I. on days to be announced im the Daily Cause List. 


AppEAL Court II.—Noricgs. 


N.B.—Appeal Motions from the Chancery and Probate and Divorce 
Division will be taken in Court IT. on Tuesday, April 16, and on Wednes- 
day, Apri! 24, and on every Wednesday in the Sittings, and Bankruptcy 

als will be taken on Friday, April 19, and following Fridays. 
.B.—Subject to Chancery Appeal Motions on Wednesdays, Chaucery 
Fival Appeals will be taken every day in Court II. until further notice. 

N.B.—When the Chancery Appesl Motions are not enough for a day’s 
Paper, Chancery Final Appeals will be added on Motion days. 

N.B.—Probate and Divorce Final Appeals will be taken on a day to be 

inted, of which notice will be given. 

Admiralty Appeals (with Assessors) will be taken in Court IL. on the 
days appointed by the Court, notice of which will be given. 

Appeals from the Lancaster and Durham Palatine Courts will be 
taken in Court If. on Thursday, April 25 (if reached). 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved. 
(General List.) 


Tubes 1d v Perfecta Seamless Steel Tube Cold appl of defts from order 
or Mr Justice Buckley, dated May 29, 1900 (c a v March 12) 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 

(General List.) 
1899. 

Inre Tiemann’s Patent, AD, 1893, No 8736, &c and Patents, Designs, & 
Acts appl of petnrs Franz, Fritzche & Co from order of Mr Justice 
Cozens-Hardy, dated Aug 3, 1899 (security ordered March 14, 1900) 


Aug 30 

Foster v British Drying Co 1d appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
——. dated Nov 10, 1899 (order to wind up deft co, dated April 4, 
1900) Nov 21 


1900. 

Taylor v Clark appl of deft M E Olark & ors from order of Mr. Justice 
Farwell, dated March 8, 1900 (restored) part beard 

Inte Terrey Pitter v Terrey appl of pltifs from order of Mr Justice 
North, dated Nov 29, 1899 March 1 

Tebb ¥ Uave appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Feb 15, 
1900 (security ordered) April 5 

Campbell Davys v Lloyd appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Bucknill 
for Mr Justice Stirling, dated April 4, 1900 (80 June J) April 19 

In re Robinson Pattison v Wilkinson appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Stirling, dated March 3, 1900 May 21 

In re The New Zealand Midland Railway Co ld Smith (on {behalf, &c) v 
Lubbock appl of The Industrial and General Trust ld from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 6, 1900 May 24 

Whitstable Oyster Fishery Oo v Hayling Fisheries ld appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated May 9, 1900 June 18 

Inre Perry Volckman v Bartlett appl of deft H H Bartlett from order 
of Mr Justice Stirling, dated April 10, 1900 June 19 

Merchants’ Fire Office ld v Armstrong appl of defts W H G Newell and 
ors from order of Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 1, 1900 June 8 

Merchants’ Fire Office v Armstrong appl of deft LP Davidson trom order 
ot Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 23, 1900 June 20 

The Merchants’ Fire Uffice ld vy Armstrong appl of J Robertson from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 53. 1900 Aug 10 

The Thornton Pickard Manufacturing Cold appl of pltffs from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 3, 1900 June 22 

Hand vy Blow appl of 0 Hodgkinson from order of Mr Justice Stirling, 
dated June 14, 1900 June 28 

Marshalls 1d v Chameleon Patents Manufacturing Cold appl of p'tffs 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated June 12, 1900 July 2 

Que vy re ® appl ¥ pltff from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 

’ 

Burnyeat v Whitehaven Joint Stock Banking Oo ld appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated June 14, 1900 July 4 

Barclay & Co ld v Drucker appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Philli- 
more, dated June 16, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex (K B Division 
Final List) by order 

Drucker v Gibson appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 
Dec 20,1900 Jan 4, 1901 

— + Dewcke r appl of deft from order of Mr Jurtice Buckley, dated 

’ 

Barclay v Drucker a pl of deft from order of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 

T Jan 12, 1901 (K B Division {nterlocutury List) by order 
he Isle of Thanet Electric Tramway & Lighting Uo ld v Abbot appl of 

\ Plaintiffs from order of Mr. Justice Byrae, dated June 21, 1900 July 7 

ure Hunt Pollard vGreake appl of deft J W Leppard from order of 
Mr Justice Stirling, dated May 29,1900 July 7 
amberlain & Hookham ld v The Mayor &c of Bradford appl of pli ffs 

from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated May 25, 1900 July 9 








FROM THE KING'S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Heanng. 
(Final List.) 
1899 


lt) v Miller (respt) Crown side appl of respt from judgt of 
of Justices Lawrence & Channell, dated Feb 17, 1899 (cecurity ordered) 


March 3 
1900. 


Short v Foss appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
Oct 28, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex (security ordered) Jan 27 
Bancroft & Thompson v Heatn appl of pitffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated Jan 15, 1900 (Uommercial List), at trial, Middlesex 
March 16 
Fisher v Plumbly appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
March 12, 1900, aes jury, esex March 24 
Nickoll & Knight v Ashton, Edridge & Co appl of pltffs from P. of 
a Justice Mathew, dated May 7, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex 
y 21 
Anglo-Argentine Live Stock & Produce Agency ld v Westoll appl of 
deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated May 14, 1900, without jury, 
Middlesex May 24 
Dear v Wallis appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
May 17, 1900, out jury, Middlesex May 31 
Carmichael vy Torrome appl of deft from judgt of Justices Darling and 
Bucknill, dated May 22, 1900 June 6 
Beckhuson & Gibbs v Hamblet appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated March 14, 1900, witnout a jury, Middlesex (s o one 
month after ** Levett & anr v Hamblet’”’ d of—by order) June 8 
London & Provincial Bank ld v Jones appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Wright, dated May 11, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex June 8 
In the Matter of an Arbitration between Thomus James Masters & the 
Great Western Ry Co appl of the Great Western Ry Co irom judgt 
ot Justices Dar and Bucknill, dated May 30, 1900 June 13 
Giddy v Kerry appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated 
March 19, 1900, and contention of pitff, dated June 20,1900 June 15 
Kerin (widow) & ors v Weston appl of pitffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated March 16, 1900 (security ordered) June 16 
The Driefontein Consolidated Mines ld v Janson appl of deft from judgt 
= Mr Justice Mathew, dated June 1, 1900, without a jury, Midalesex 
une 25 
The West Rand Central Gold Mines Co ld v de Rougemont appl of deft 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated June 1, 1900, without a jury, 
Middlesex June 25 
The National Telephone Co ld, pltffs v Mayor, &c of Huddersfield, defts 
(Crown Side) appl of pltffs from judgt of Justices Grantham & 
Channell, dated June 20, 1900 June 29 
The National — Co ld, pltffs v The Mayor, &c of Tunbridge Wells, 
defts (Crown Side) appl of pltffs from judgt of Justices Grantham & 
Uhannell, dated June 18, 1900 (to come into ——e tegether) June 29 
Barclay & Co ld v Drucker appl of deft from in gt of Mr Justice Philli- 
more, dated June 16, 1900, without a jury, Midalesex (to be heard in 
Appeal Court NoII) July 6 
Brown v Lawrence & Uo appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Channcll, 
dated June 23, 1900, without a jury, Middiesex J 18 
The International Stock v Baker eppl pitffs from judgt 
pte Justice Phillimore, dated July 9, 1900, without a jury, Midalesex 
July 23 
The Miitord Docks Co v The Milford Haven Urban District Council appl 
of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated July 10, 1900, with- 
out a jury, Haverfordwest July 26 
Knowles v Huth & The oe ef omg Contract Corpn ld and Witney, 
Graaf & Co appl of Anglo-Continental Corpn from judgt of Mr Justice 
Lawrance, dated June 12, 1900, without a jury, Middiesex July 26 
Mandi)kan v Morrison (Commercial Court) appl of deft from judgt of 
Mr Justice Mathew, dated July 26, 1900, without a jury, Middiesex Aug 1 
McGrath v Elder, Dempster & Co appl of pltff trom judgt of The Juage 
of the Court of Passage (Liverpool), dated July 11, 1900 (security 
ordered) Aug l : 
Attorney-Gen & ors v Whitmore appl of pitffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated July 24, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 2 
Huntingdon & ors v The Lancashire & Yorkshire Ry Co (Railway & Canal 
Commission) appl of Huntingdon & ors from part of judgt of Mr 
Justice Wright, Sir F Peel & Viscount Cobham, dated May 24, 1900 
Aug 6 
The Great Western Ry Co v The Metropolitan Ry Co, Aylesbury Station 
(Railway & Canal Commission) appl of defts The Metropolitan Ry Co 
from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, Sir F Peel and Viscount Cobham 


Aug 6 

Syncbromy Syndicate ld v Turata appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Darling, dated July 17, 1900, without jury, Middlexx Aug ll 

Gray v Howcroft & ors appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 
July 31, 1900, without jury, esex Aug 15 

Price & Pierce v The Marine Insce Cold appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bigham, dated July 2, 1900, without a jury, Middle:ex Aug 15 

Millman v Lane appl of deft trom judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
Aug 10, 1900, without a jury (heard at Exeter, judgt given in London) 
Aug 15 

Kessell & Oo v H Lyon & Mayer appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated Aug 1, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 16 

Cundall & ors v Mountain appl of deft from j of Mr Justice Ridley, 

dated Aug 8, 1900, without jury, Leeds Aug 1 


Rowlands (app 


~~” 
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FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1899. 


Woolley v Manchester Ship Canal Co appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 13, 1899, at trial 
before T H Baylis, Esq, and special jury (Court of Passage, Liverpool) 
—Pitff dead April 19 

1900. 

Clark v Dixon, Brown & ors appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt dated , 1900, at trial before Mr 
Justice Bruce and spectal jury, Newcastle-on-Tyne (so till after judgt 
given by Bruce, J) Nov7 

Gordon v The London, City, & Midland Bank1d appln of pltff for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgment dated August 18, 1900, at 
trial before Mr Justice Bucknill and special jury, Birmingham part heard 
(Final Appeal) Gordon v The London, Uity, & Midland Bank appl of 
pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Buckniil, dated Dec 19, 1900, and cross- 
notice of appl by respt from same order (transferred to this list by order) 
Same v Capital & Counties Bank ld appln of pitff for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Aug 20, 1900, at trial before Mr 
Justice Bucknill and special jury, Birmingham part heard s o till 
after decision in House of Lords in similar appl 


1901. 

Miles v Lowenfeld & anr appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 21, 1900, at trial before the Lord 
Chiet Justice and +pecial jury, Middlesex Jan 11 

Seearv Wyler appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dattd Jan 21, 1901, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and 
special jury, Middlesex Feb 12 

Macoun v Erskine, Oxenford, & Co appln of pliff for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 30, 1900, at trial before Mr 
Justice Mathew and special jury, Middlesex Feb 28 


1900. 


Battye v Shelton & anr_ appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 14, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham witha jury Dec 22 

St Helen’s Corpn v ‘he United Alkali Cold applo of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 19, 1900, at trial 
before Mr Justice Buckaill and special jury, Liverpool Dec 31 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1900. 

Matthews & ors v Colls & anr appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Bucknill, dated June 13, 1900 (security ordered) June 26 

Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co ld & ors v Continental Caoutchouc Gutta 


Percha Co appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Day, dated Dec 6, 1900 
(s.o.) Dec 12 
1901. 


In re an Arbitration between the County Council of Kent and the Urban 
District Council of Sandgate appl of Saudgate District Council from 
order of Mr Justice Grantham, dated Jan 14, 1901 Feb 5 

Youde v Sheldons ld app! of plaintiff from order of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated Feb 4,1901 Feb 11 

Robinron (infant) by T Robinson v W H Smith & Son (Crown Side) appl 
= Nery from order of Justices Wills and Phillimore, dated Feb 1, 1901 

e 

The King on the prosecution of Samuel Vine v The Bishop of Salisbury 
(Crown Side) appl of “Prosecutor from order of Justices Wills and 
Channell, dated Feb 8, 1901 Feb 16 

Eady v Elsdon appl of pitff from order of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
Feb 6, 1901 Feb 19 

Schlichter v Matoko Goldfields 1d appl of defte from order of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated Feb 22, 1901 Feb 25 

SR Hermanos v S Parsonage ppl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated Feb 22,1901 Feb 28 

Pearce vy Hoxton Brewery Cold appl of plitff from order of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated Feb 19, 1901 March 1 

Howden v Alexander & ors appl of J Henry, a deft, from order of Mr 
Justice Ridley, dated Feb 26, 1901 March 2 

Van Laun & Oo v Baring, Bros & Co appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Bigham, dated Feb 26,1901 March 4 

Bartlett v Higgms appl of pliff from order of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
March 4, 1901 ch 5 

Willis v Ablitt appl of Swepstone & Stone from order of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated Feb 28,1901 March 8 

Jameson v Sachs appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 
March 11,1901 March 14 

Wilts & Dorset Banking Co ld v Searman & anr appl of deft from order 

of Mr Justice Day, dated March 13, 1901 March 14 
Villiers v Glyn appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Day, dated March 
- ae 1901 March 14 
ardy v Hooley appl of pltff from order of Mr Justi 
March 6, 1901 Maroh 14 ee 
Walker v Blaisdell Pencil ld & ors appl of deft Blaisdell Co from order 
of Mr Justice Ridley, dated March 1, 1901 March 15 
Ellen v Great Northern Ry Co appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
B » dated March 9,1901 March 15 


(To be contin ued.) 


. 





HIGH COURT 
CHANCERY 


Before Mr. Justice Kzxewicu. 
Retained by Order. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Rajah of Vizianagram v Turner 
act pt hd (April 23) 
Barnard v Wallis act 
Sidaway v Evans act 


Causes for Trial (without 
Witnesses). 

Villar v Brander act 

Baker v Cartwright act & adj sums 
in In re Baker (Cartwright v 
Cartwright) 

Bellerby v Rowlands & Marwood’s 
Steamship Cold act 

Brown v Francis mf j 

The Windhill Industrial Co-Opera- 
tive Soc ld v Weatherhead mf j 
(short) 


Adjourned Summonses. 

In re The New Zealand Midland 
Ry Cold Smith v Lubbock (so 
atter oo 

In re Wootton Achurst v Atkin 
(pltff) 

Inre Same Same v Same (deft) 

In re Dew Brown v Dew 

In re Hiscoe Hiscoe v Waite 

In re Cheesce Powles v Grennow 

Goodwin v The Ivory Soap Co 

Benney v Tarling 

In re Gregory Gregory v Monks 

In re Chapmsn Hammond v 
Chapman 

In re Harvey & Trustee Act, 1893 

In re Layton Layton v Layton 

In re Downman Downman v 
Downman 

In re Branson Hands v Branson 

In re Pepperdine Pearl v Pepper- 
dine 

In re Gilbert Waterhouse v Wright 

In re Davidson Jarrow, &c Soc ld 
v Davidson 

In re Johnson Matthews v Johnson 

Inre Duncombe Prirse Duncombe 
v Gray r 

In re Bacon Gimblett v Bacon 

In re Collett Ingle v Ingle 

In re Rogers Rogers v Rogers 

In re Lampson Lamp-on v Lampson 

Santa Rita Nitrate Uo ld 

In re Broad smith v Draeger 

In re Kennet Goad v Burnet 

In re Helme In re Coupland 
Wilkins n v Helme 

In re Frankland West v Frankland 

Wade v Midolesex Joint Stock, &c, 
Co ld 

In re Taunton Pearse v Tansley 

In re Morris Morris v Morris 

Bennett v Watson 

In re Uldfield Uldfield v Oldfield 

In re Hasler Hervey Bathurst v 

Hasler (fur hearing) 

Whitehouse v Lodge & Harper ld 

(to come on with fur con) 

In re The Bishops Castle By Co & 

Ry Co’s Act, 1867 


Further Consideration. 

In re The New Zealand Midland Ry 

Co Saith v Lubbock fur con 
Before Mr. Justice Wricur. 

(Sitting as an additional Judge of 
the Chancery Division.) 

Companies (Winding-up). 

Petitions. 

River Plate Electric Light & Traction 

Co 1d (petn of Glyn, Mills, Currie 

& Oo 

Lucia ‘sitver Mines ld (petn of 

Frank Jackson & Co) 

Thames White Lead Co ld (petn of 











R Rameden & Son) 


Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to April 4, 1901.) 








OF JUSTICE. 
DIVISION. 


Harvey & Williams ld 
Wills 1d) 
Property Gazetteer 1d (peta ofp 


(pata of 


Story) 

Billiards Publishing Co 1d (peta ¢ 
W Wilfred Head & Vo 1d) 

Valentine Extract Co ld (petn gf 
Valentine’s Meat Jui-e Co) 

Grape Vinegar Co ld (petn ¢ 
Worthington & Cold) 

Alliance Land, Building, & Inveg. 
ment Co ld (petn of C F Rogen) 

Fred Knight & Co 1d (peta of P 
Boxhi & anr) 

Old Hall Porcelain Works 1d (pep 
of Moore Bros) 

South of England Reversionay 
Interest Assoc (petu of W A Lome 
& ors) 

Industrials & General Agency ii 
(petn of H L Lambert Beresfonj) 

Septimus Parsonage & Oo 1d (pet 
of J A Detmold) 

Harris, Hooper, & Co ld (peta of 
Greenless Bros) 

Red Hill (W A) Gold Syndicate li 
(petn of Wilson’. and Union Tub; 
Co 1d) 

Cuarling’s Tannery ld (petn of ¢ 
Manwaring & ors) 

Cheap Wood Oo ld 
H Green) 

George Gale & Sons 1d (petn of 
Mark Lintine) 

Arizona Mortgage Co ld _ (petn of 
J Martin & Sons) 

British Electrozone Corpn ld (peta 

of Ede & Allom) 


(petn of Fé 


National Co for the Distributisn of 


Electricity by Secondary Geners- 
torsld (petn of Adam Scott) 
Eastern Counties Insurance Co ld 

(petn of W Laurillard) 
Wansbrough Paper Co ld (petnof 
Howes, White, McLue & Co ld) 


Chancery Division. 
Turkish Regie Export Oo ld é 
reduced (petn of Company) 


Companies (Winding-up). 
Petition for sanction of scheme 
Arrangement 
Bethanga Goldfields ld (petn of 

Company & its Liquidator) 


Motion. 


National Olub Bank ld (for py: 
ment into Company’s liquidation 
account) 


Court Summonses. 

Hammond’s Matabele Gold Mines 
Development 1d (for maisfeasanc 
—witnesses) : 

Welsh, Asquith & Co ld (on claim 
of J F Pease & Co, &c) . 

Leeds & Hanley Theatre of Varicties 
ld (for misfeasance —witne:s¢8) 

Charies Francis, Son & Uo ld (# 
to dealing with distribution o 
assets) 

Self-Acting Pneumatic Tyre Pump 
Syndicate ld (for misfeasance) 
New Gold Ooast Exploration Cold 
(for “removal of Liquidator— 

witnesses) 

London & Northern Bank ld ( 
reverse decision of Liquidator 1 
jecting proof of E Grant) 

Lydenburg Minerals Exploring 
ld (for misfeasance—witnesses) 

Urmston Grange Steamship 0o Id 
(for removal of Liquidator- 
witnesses) 

Same (for removal of evidence from 
file, &c) 
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orkshire Investment & American 

Ticeage Co ld (as to dealing 
with undistributed assets) 

ardie Mint & Iron King Gold 


Mmes 1d (for misteasance — 
witnesses) 
Asia 1d (on claim of Pilling— 
witnesses) 


ia Uttoman Ry Oo ld (on claim 
of Pilling —witnesses) 

ated Syndicates ld (to fix 

yemuneration of Voluntary Liqui- 


dator) 


Before Mr. Justice Byrnz. 
Retained by order. 
Qauses for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Brandon v The Capital Finance Co 
ld act pt hd 
Mousley v Hilliard act pt hd 
Veale v Nicholls act (Bristol, D R) 
Johnson v Bath act 
Inte Hine Hine v Ashwell act 
Pryor v Grimston act 
Paillips v Howell act 
In re Auldjo Auldjo v Royds 
Roydsv Auldjo actaad counter- 


Bradbury v 





In re Chambers 
Chambers act 
Bellamy v Parker act 
Fletcher v Goodwin 
Fietcher act 


Goodwin v 


Procedure Summons. 
Eklof v Strand Wood Uo ld (so till 
after defence) 


Causes for Trial (without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses). 

In re The London Parochial 
Charities (expte Ccntral London 
Ry Oo) adjd sumns pt hd 

Inre The Peruvian Corpn ld The 
General & Oommercial Invest- 
ment Trust ld v Peruvian Corpn 
ld action 

InreFeis Lowenthalv Feis adjd 


sumns 

Coleman v Follett adjd sumns 

Inre Boyle’s Trusts L’Estrange v 
Penny adjd sumns 

In re Somersgill Summersgill v 
Scutt adjd sumns 

Inre Samuel Norrish, dec & In re 
Loosemore, Solr adjd sumns 

In re Mayhew In re Ager 
Houchen v Dennis adjd sumns 

Inve Musgrave Olayton v Milson 
adjd sumns 

In re Jane Snell Snell v Snell 
adjd sumns 

Roberts v Fiddaman act 

Gould v Coaksandors adjd sumns 

Inre The River Plate Trust Loan 
and Agency Oo ld and In re Tne 

Lake Uopais Oo ld adjd sumns 

Inre Wells Wells v Wells adjd 


sumns 

In re Okes-Voysey’s Settlement 
Okes-Vogsey v Rendle adjd 
sumns 


In re Schofield Schofield v Coulter 
adjd sumns 
In re Smith & Sons, Solrs, &c adjd 


sumns 

Sherlock v Lovelace act (entered 
in Nou-witness List) 

In re Horsfall Lee v Horsfall 
adjd sumns 

In re Uordwent's Estate Cordwent 
VUordwent adjd sumns 

Inte Lord Crewe and the Settled 
Land Acts, 1882 to 1890 adjd 


8 

Ih re Clarke, dec Olarke v Clarke 
adjd sumns remitted from Uourt 
of Appeal (by order) 


In Further Considerations. 

te H OS Dyer Dyer v Dyer 
fur con (adjd from Chambers) 

Kerby v Wood fur con 





In re Wilkins Ernsley v Wilkins 
fur con 
Cecil v Mander fur con & adjd 
sumnus to coms on with it (by 
order) 
Before Mr. Justice Cozens-Harpy. 
Retained by Order. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
The National Society for the 
Distribution of Electricity by 
Secondary Generators ld v Gibbs 
act and counter-claim apply to 
fix a day) 
Collingwood v Dunningham act 
In re de Almeda Sourdis v Keyser 
issues for trial (June 11, after 
pt hd) 
Biack v Williams act 
In re Deighton’s Patent, No. 15,670 
— petn entered in Witness 
ist 
Neville v Knight act 
Glamorgan Woollen & Tailoring Co 
ld v Newman act 


Causes for Trial (without Witnesses 

and Adjourned Summonses). 

In re Harrison Moody v Robert- 
son adjd sumns (transferred from 
Farwell, J) 

In re Same Same v Same adjd 
sumns to come on and to be 
treated as part of the above 
sumns 

Inre Gibbs RustvTruelove adjd 
sumns 

In re the Trusts of an Indenture, 
dated August 30, 1854, and the 
‘Trustee Act, 1893 adjd sumns 

Girdlestone v Cathcart adjd sumns 

In re Giles Garlingv Giles adjd 
sumns 

In reSlater Hammond v Burbidge 
adjd sumns 

In re Whitham Whitham v Davies 
-adjd sumns 

In re Spackman King v Ferris 
adjd sumns 

In re Harvey 
adjd sumns 

In re Moore 
adjd sumns 

In reLyveden Hill v Lyveden 

In re Aspinwall Aspinwall v Napier 
adjd sumns 

In re Aspinwall Blaikie v Aspin- 
wall adjd sumns 

In re Stebbmgs Skinner v Wilkin- 
son adjd sumns 

In re Russell Russell v Aspinwall 


Harvey v Harvey 


Thurston v Davies 


adjd sumns 

In re Watson Watson v Russell 
adjd sumns 

In re Russell Russell v Russell 
adjd sumns 


In re Garry & Roe’s Oontract adjd 
sumns 

In re Mott Mott v Gates adjd 
sumus 

In re Hutchinson In re Harbord 
Alexanderv Harbord adjd sumns 

In re Bateman & Francis & V & P 
Act, 1874 adjd sumns 

In re Gassiot Fladgate v De More 
adjd sumns 

In re Kiell Kiell v Kiell adjd 


sumns 
In re Taylor Smart v Taylor adjd 
sumns 


Further Considerations. 
In re The Arauco Cold Fleming v 
The Company In reSame Tearks 
v The Company fur con 
In re Tucker Tucker v Tucker 
fur con (deft W Tucker, dead) 
Hedley v Reitmeyer Reitmeyer v 
Hedley fur con & adj sumns 
Wilkes v Perkins fur con 
Thornton v Thornton fur con 
In re Manners Sutton Manners 
Sutton v Baron Manners fur con 


Before Mr. Justice Fanws 1. 
Retained by Order. 
Adjourned Summonses. 

Derbon v Collis (s o generally) 

In re Matthews Matthews v 
Matthews (s o) 

In re Sandbach Caarity Attorney- 
General v Earl of Crewe (8 o 
generally) 

Hutton v Hutton 

In re Jenning’s Estate Lermitte v 
Plaskett (s o generally) 

-_— ‘mapa Ward v Dwelley 
so 

In re Carew Dayman v Taylor 

In re Margaret Vickers, an infant 


In re the Matter of an Arbitration 
between the River Plate Construc- 
tion Oo ld, James Capel & Co and 
Charles Bright and In the 
Matter of the Arbitration Act, 
1889 motn to set aside award— 
sumns to sell shares—discharge 
an order, March 25, 1901 
River Plate Construction Oo v 
London and brazilian Bank 

' Bright v London & Brazilian 
Bank (to be in list on first Monday 
in sittings) 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Abery v Isard 

Isard v Abery 

The Main Colliery Co 1d v Rural 
District Council of Neath (plead- 
ings to be delivered) 

Westcott v Arnold 

The Bristol Tramways & Carriage 
Co v Star Life Assurance Society 

Thomas v Snowell (pl to be 
delivered) 

Alianza Co v Limbcke (s o until 
return of Commission) 
The above Witness Actions are 

entered in the General List ac- 

cording to date of setting down. 


Further Considerations. 
In re Higdon Hooke v Higdon & 
adjd sumns pt hd (so generally) 
In re Hunt Leppard v Morgan & 4 
adjd sumns pt hd (s o generally) 
Moore v Moore 
Petition. 
In re Johnston Mills v Johnston 
(first day after motns) 


Causes for Triai (with Witnesses). 

Muller v Nicolls act- 

Alianza Cold vLimbcke act & 3rd 
party notice (s o until return of 
Commission) 

Horne v Jewell (further 
security ordered) 

Down v Lederer act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Main Colliery Co v Rural District: 
Council of Neath act 

Westcott v Arnold act 

Actien Gesellschaft fur Cartonnagen | 
Industries v Temler act (s 0 | 
until after appeal) 

Burgoyne v Biggleswade Rural | 
District Council act (pleadings | 
to be delivered) | 


act 





In re The Uo’s act, 1862 and In re 
The lo-American Exchange 
ld (Howick's case) motn entered 
in Witness List (day to be fixed) 

Bristol Tramways and Carriage Vo | 
ld v Star Lite Aceurance Co act | 

Llewelyn v Lord swansea act 

Thomas v Showell act 

Naylor Leyland v Naylor Leyland 
act (not before April 24) 

Good v Nicholson act (not before 
2nd day in sittings) 

vy v Smith act (not before 


) 
Broadhurst Gibson v Bayley | 
Bayley v Gibson act & counter. | 
claim 








Ackerman 
{ deft dead 
Northcroft 


Ward v Wilson act 

Batcheller v Tunbridge Wells Gas 
to be delivered) 

Gordon rdon v Willis 

adjd sumns (to go into Witness 


age? order) 

The tannia Works Co ld v 
Human act 

Johnston Die Press Co ld v J 
Shew & Sons act (pending 
sumns) 

McGillivray v The Anglo-Klondike 
Minin Go ld act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Spitzel v Chinese Corporation ld 

t 


ac 

Jones v Tae Mayor, &c, of Pwilheli 
act (pleadings to be delivered) 

Story v Turner act 

Badische Anilin & Soda Fabrik v 
Leopold Cassella & Co act (April 
29, after pt hd) 

General Sulphide Co ld v Barton 


act 
Powell v Brodhurst act 
Hobson v Laycock act 
Governor & Company of the New 
River, &c vy Wilmot act 
Lyddon & Cov Thomas act 
Cory v Lewis act 
Chaplin v Frewen act 
Freeman v Allen, Dowden & Co 


act 

Buder v Goodchild act 

Homewood v Jeffries act 

Harney v Ruthen act 

Burrows v Lang act 

London & weneral Properties Co 
ld v Davison act 

Backton v Ubristie act 

Prout v Plymouth Breweries ld act 

Northfleet Uoal & Ballast Co ld v 
Butchard act 

— v Venmore act & counter- 

im. 


Birkin v Andrews act (pleadings 
to be delivered) 

Parker & Smith v J Satchwell & Co 
ld act 

The Panuco Copper Co ld v Keswick 
act (not before April 27) 

Leigh v Wigan Cannell Uolliery 1d 


act 

Williams v Williams act 

Browne v Browne act 

London Oounty Council v Metro- 
politan Electric Supply Oo ld act 
(April 24) 

Gore Booth v Gore Booth act 


Before Mr. Justice Buckiry. 
Adjourned Summonses. 
In re W Terry Edwards v Terry 
hd 


In re Gurney Gurney v Gurney 
pt hd (s o until after report) 


Caus: 8 for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Smith v Graves act (so generally) 
Temple v Leaver act In re 

Temple Leaverv Temple adjd 
sumns (not before April 22) 

W. H. Chaplin & Co ld v Vestry of 
St. Martin’s-in-the-Fields act 
without pleadings (s o 21 days 
after divc .very 

Brusbfield v Richards act 
In re Woosnam Peele v Woo:nam 

act 

Matthews v Wilmer act (plead- 
ings to be delivered) 

A Gamage ld v Beasley act 
(pleasings to be delivered) 

Law v Spiers & Pond ld _ act 
Same v Same act romp 





from K. B. Division) (stand over) 
Keevil v Blackstaffe act (plead- 
ings to be delivered) 


v — act 
«, ° Beideaux 
(amended pleadings to be de- 
livered) 
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In re Brown Brown v Brown act 
and m fj (not to be heard before 
act in Probate Division disposed 


of) 

Moon v Papillon act (pleadings to 
be delivered) ” 

Bexhill Urban District Council v 
pee ‘ie oe 

act for tri leadings to be 

delivered) r 

Draper v Star Omnibus Co act 
(pleadings to be delivered) 

Williams v Ingram act (not tobe 
in the paper for four weeks after 
hearing of appeal or filing affi- 
davit, by order, Oct 29, 1900) 

In re John Lake & Sn, 1d Bolitho 
& Co v John Lake & Son, 1d 
— ia act entered in witness 


Urqubart v Newton ac! 

Edison Bell Consolidated Phono- 
graph Co ld v Columbia Phono- 
graph Id act (pleadings to be 
delivered) 

Green v Ellis act (s o for delivery 
of particulars) 

Pilkington v Beck act (pleadings 
to be delivered) 

Ledsam v London & North- Western 
Ry Co act 

Hicks v Hicks act (pleadings to be 

oa 
owell v Stran act (pleadings to 
be yo a © ine 

Rapkin v Blaiberg act (pleadings 
to be delivered) 

International Bank of London 1d v 
Rio de Janeiro Flour Mulls, &c, 
ld act (stayed until depositions 


Boussac v A W Gamage 1d _ act 
(pleadings to be delivered) 
Adler v Joel act (so till after 


return of commission) 

Wyler v Seear act 

Wyler v Investment Trust ld act 

Rigden v Hillsdon act and 
counterclaim (s o 10 days after 
return of Commission) 

Kaplan v Goldstin act 

Wehner v Papier Poudre ld act 

Bridgwater v Wood act 

Hobbs v Leon act (without plead- 
ings) 6 o not before April 21 

Lewis v Grimes act 

Saville Bros ld v Bethell act 

T.A Gibb & Co v Livingston, Halton 
&Cold act and adjd sumns 

Hawkes v Leyton Urban District 
Council motn entered in witness 
list (April 22) 

Alidays & Onions Pneumatic 
ineering Co ld v Sheffield 
ows & ToolCo motn entered 

in witness list 

Clarke v Mayor. &c, of Devonport 
motn entered in witness list 
(April 16) 

Daimler Motor Co ld v British 
Motor Traction Oo ld motn 
entered in witness list (May 6) 

Metropolitan Eiectric Supply Co 1d 
v Ginder action (advanced by 
order, to be in list, April 18) 

Duke of Northumberland v Ander- 
son act 

Pemberton v Mayor, &c, of Sunder- 
land 


act 
Atkins & Appl h v Castner 
Kellner Alkali Co Jd 


Rashleigh v Sleeman act 
Attorney-Gen v County Council of 
Berkshi 


re act 

Hanbury v Jenkins act Hanbury 
vThomas act tobe inthe paper 
together 

Thurbees 1d v Dainton, Howard & 
Co act 

White v Flude act 

Sutcliffe v Askwith act 

Sievier vCooper act 

Sachs v Cottrell act 





Sturt vKelf act 

Ansonia Clock Co v Gorton act 

Owls v Letts act 

In re Green Green v Green act 

In re Wyatt Wyatt v Wyatt act 

Havens v Havens act and petn In 
re The Military Lands, &c, Act 
(expte Secretary of State for War) 
further hearing of petn to come 
on with act (by order) 

In re Torrence Oampbell v Whish 
adjd sumns entered in witness 
list (by order) 

Isaacs v Todd act 

The Panuco Copper Co ld v Kes- 
wick act 

Attorney-Gen v Bell act 

L Allen & Cold v Hough Sandys 
v L Allen & Ce ld (acts con- 
solidated) 

Boxall v School Board for London 
act 

Pizer v Sheffield act 

The Welsbach Incandescent Light 
Co Id v Standard Incandescent 
Gas Light Cold act 

Great Western Ry Co v Talbot 


act 

Sawyer v Continental Water and 
Electrical Power Syndicate ld (in 
Liquidation) act 

Koerner v E Pinchin & Co act 
(without pleadings) 

Thomas v Thomas act 

Sutton v Curzon act 

In re Frampton and George and 
V & P Acts, 1874 adjd samns 
set down in witness list (by 
order) 

Le Mesurier v Le Mesurier act 

Allingham v Clinch act 

Evans- Williams v Byron act 

Barshaw v Widdington Widding- 
ton v Barshaw act & counter- 
claim 

G A Christian & anr v School Board 
for London & ors act 

In re Arnold Fay Mortimer & ors 
v Silliance & ors act 





Before Mr. Justice Joyce. 
Retained by Order. 
Motions. 
Green Armytage v Chilton 
generally 

Thomas v The Abercarne Co 
Byfleet Estates ld v Driscoll 
“ed v Universal Weldless Tube 


Darlot & Guardianship of Infants 
Act (8 0 to come on with sumns) 


80 


Adjourned Summonses. 

InreShaw Morgan v Mayer pt hd 
(s o generally) 

Neville v Benjamin (s o until 
after inquiry) 

In re Sergardi Trotter v Beechey 
(s o generally) 

Martin v Winby (s o generally) 

In re Ascroft Pridham-Wippel v 
Ireland (first day) 

ag Paes Ry v North-Eastern 
Ry Co 

In re Elder Elder v Elder 

In re Pearch & Greig’s Contract & 
V & P act, 1874 

Tufnell v Tufnell act &mf j 

inre Olatkson Clarkson v Mellersh 

Sandkuhl v Schuadhorst 

In re Furness Furness v Stalkarrt 

Sutherland v Halifax Commercial 
Banking Cold pt hd (s 0) 

In re Du Bochet Mansell v Allen 
(first day after pt hd) 


Petition. 
In re Moscrop’s Policy, No 4,050 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

F Warr & Oo ld v Edwards act 
(s o with liberty to apply to 
restore) 





Rennie v Dracup act 

Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Oo ld v 
Non-Oollapsible Tyre Co ld act 
(pl to be delivered) 

Attorney-General v Birmingham, 
Tame, & Rea District Drainage 
Board act 


In re Allison’s Patent, No 12,013 

of 1887 & Patents, &c, Acts 
entered in witness list (so 

or amendment) 

Bullard v Bullard & Sons act 

Bullard v Bullard act (pltff dead) 

Coveney v Mayor, &c, of Colchester 
act (Trinity sittings) 

Harrisonv Gracie act and counter- 
claim (pltff bankrupt) 

Millbank v Millbank act (so to 
come on with anr act when ready) 

Buchanan (trading &c) v Day act 
(pleadings to be delivered) 

Tweedie v Oxley act andmfj 

Peacock v Guest act (restored) 

Ashworth v English Card Clothing 
Co act (not before April 29) 

British Motor Traction Co ld v 
Sherrin act (pleadings to be 
delivered) 

The Financial & General Syndicate 
ldv Gray act &mfj 

In re Clark Olark v Foster adjd 
sumns entered as witness list 

De Burgh v Houston act (security 
ordered) 

British Motor Co ld v Ford act 

Davison v The Queenswood School 
Board act 

Fearn v Nesbitt act 

Bence v Tanner act 

In re Hill Shore v Hill act, 
counterclaim & question of 
liability of defts W Hill & anr 
& question of liability of defts J 
Hill & anr (not before April 30) 

Worsley v Roller act 

Damper v Bassett act 

Edwards v Martin act 

Eyton v Fergusson act & mf j 

Orkin v South African (Orkin’s) 
Syndicate ld act (not before 
May 1) 


| In re Moore 
Rosen 














Von Rosen v Vop 
fur con to be 
entered in Witness List (April 93 
after pt hd) 
Hildesheimer v Coward act 
— vGibb act without plead. 


gs 

P oid ld v British Leather 
eavdiachation Cold act ~~ 

Singer y ag Co Mi lees James 

cle act (p to be 

Guiivered) 

Abrahams v Payne act 

Webster v Turner act 

Loveday v Beaumont & Co act 

Crowther v Reid act and questions 
of liability of defts Reid, Mon. 
teith & ors 

Hodgson v Napier act 

Drew v Jones act 

Burmester v Vesey act 


Belton v Assets Development Cold 
act 

Belton v Magner act 

Enthoven v Thornton act & 3 
party notice of deft 

Inman v Inman act 

Elliman, Sons & Oo v C Carrington 
&8on ld act 

Musters v Worswick act 

Wolmark v H W Oaslon & Cold 
act 

Davies v Evans act 

London & North-Western Ry Oo r 
Mayor, &c, of Westminster act 

In re Bird Wilkins v Bird act 

Turner v Moon act 

Jones v Smith uct 

Ferres v Colchester Brewery Cold 


act 

Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Oo ld v 
Moseley & Sons act 

Pullen v Biles act 

In re Longson Mills v Longeon 
act 

Kite v New Grand (Clapham June- 
tion) 1d act 

Grace v Ashford act 

Perkins v Vorwerk act 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Easter Srrtines, 1901. 


Appeals and Motions in Bankruptcy. 


Appeals from County Courts for hearing before a Divisional Court Sitting 
in Bankruptcy, pending April 4th, 1901. 


In re James & Son Expte The Official Receiver, Trustee v J Wilkeyson 
appl from the County Court of Devonshire, holden at Exeter 


Motions in Bankruptcy for a the Judge, pending April 4th, 


In re Mateo Clark te The Debtor v Buenos Ayres Pacific Ry Co ld 
and anr (an action to be tried with this motion) 


In re Pearce 
Trustee 


In re Same Expte Mrs Ellis v Same 


In reSame Expte Terrel! v Same 


Expte The Erste Continentale Zahn Fabrik v Ovsar, 


In re Davis Expte Oughton, Trustee v Harmer & Harley ld 

In re Rosenthal Expte Dunn, Trustee v E Rose & Sons ld 

In re Sprange Expte Wilson v Mason, Trustee 

In re Baillie Expte The Official Receiver v Mrs Baillie & ors 

In re McKenzie Expte Hawkins, Trustee v Worthington & Co ld 
In re O’Connor Expte The Board of Trade v Withnell, Trustee 


In re Harrison & 
In re Ros Expte Harper v M 
In re Cronmire, dec 
In re ‘ood 


Ingram Expte F Campbell # Whianey, Trustee 
In re Leech Expte Moore, Trustee v Hannah Leech 
artinell and anr 

te Wella v Watkins, Trustee 
Expte Hobbs, Trustee v A F Heywood 


Cc 


In re Pilling Expte The Debtor v Bogle, Liquidator of the Tyrian 


Construction Oo Id 


In re Stanier Expte Chas Jones v Smart, Trustee of property of W Phillips 


In re Oronmire, dec 


A M H Cronmire v Watkins, Trustee 


In re Benjamin and anr Expte Norton and anr, Trustees v Johnstone, 


Benjamin & Co ld 
In re 


einrich Expte Haslam v Wilson, Trustee 


In re Hooley Expte Basden, Trustee v Thackray and Hardy 











\ > 


evpipae 


& 
Bite . SeERESE snceereveue 


Broab 


Avro 
to b 


FEs 


were 


Agxr’ 


Bour 
Broc 
De ¥ 


2. 


Gwin 


ee fF :: 





’ Igor, 





tosen y JV, 
rected eg 


to 
ist (April 


1 act 
thout plead. 


— Cloth 


The James 
adings to be 


; 


ys act 
1d questions 
Reid, Mon. 


ment Cold 
act & 3rd 


Carrington 


t 
m & Oold 


n Ry Co r 
nster act 


rd act 


very Co ld 
Co ld y 


Longeon 


am Junc- 


t Sitting 
‘ilkeyson 
pril 4th, 


ty Co ld 


Owesar, 


Tyrian 
Phillips 


netone, 





April 20, 1901, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 45] 437 








—— 
—_ 


THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


April 93.—Messra. Fostrr, at the Mart, at 2 : Leasehold Residence. No. 4, Leinster- 
ens; held for 49} years, at a ground -rent of £30. Solicitors, — Bord Lloyd, 

Guriett’ & & Michelmore, London. (See yy: Aue 1.2 
April. 25. 26.—Messrs TROLLOPE, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Town Residence in Dawaon- 
Bs swater ; let on repairing lease at £200 per annum. a 

; Messrs. Robins, Hay, Waters, & Hay; «nd Messrs. Stilem 
all of London:—Leasehold Town H House in Green-street. Park-lane, containing in ope) 
about 20 rooms, electric light, service lift, &:.; term Se years, Solicitor, W. W. 
Tarn, Esq., London. (See advertisements, this sas. & 5) 

it 2: 1 agent's Park: Three Private 


Apu 95° Mosars E. & S Situ, at the Mart, a 
Dwelling-housee and Builder’s Yard ; let = toes at £197. = oy Park ;: Com- 
modious a Residence ; let on lease at £ Euston-road : ata Hotel ; let on 
lease at £68. Commercial-road. Freshold Ground-renta of. £30 per annum 
Solicitor, Edward Hild-r, mete London —New Sou ite : Leasehold Invest- 
ment, amounting to £88 per ann B Esq , London.— 


Solicitor, 
Clerkenwell : Freehold Dwelling- Sones let at £70 17s per annum Solicitors, 
Mesers. 5 & Lyall, London and Saffron Walden. (see advertisements, this 


“ia RESULTS OF SALE3. 


Messrs. H. E, Foster & Cranrizip’s Property Susie, 6 at the Mart, E.C. 
day last, included a small but va'uable Freehold Estate at New Cross, dower De - Hang 92, 
94, and 96, New Cross-road, with premises in the rear; with reversion to the rack-reats 
cot ee annum in 1914. After a brisk competition the property was sold at 
the sum 0! 

en oe buyers for the following Interests at the Mart on Thursday 


Wt RSOLUTE REVERSION to One-third of Oae-Fourth of Freehold 
a and other Property at Birmingham, estimated value 


; life 69 
UF poLiores for £1,500 in the London Life Association ; life aa 
annual premiums originally £38 12s. 6d., now £6 6 8s, 8d. 
Mesare. C. C, & T, Moore sold, at the Mart, on Thursday, seven Frecholda in Ch Chritinn 
street, Commercial-road, £5.010; a Copyhold “re in 
five Copyhold Houses near. £1, 370; and a Freehold Wor 
£520. Kesult of sale, £7,875. 


é 
Sold 700 


in my Mie fend End, 








DEATH. 
Broapprioce. -— April 14, Frederick Broadbridge, barrister-at-law, of 8, New-court, 
Liocoln’s-ian, the dearly-beloved husband of Annie H. Broadbridge, and eldest son 
of George Broadbridge, of Liverpool. 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, April 12, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x CHANCERY. 
rman Enorvetrine Co, Linrrzep—Petn for winding up, presented April 1, directed 
be heard on April 24. Hill, 88, Mosley st, Manchester, solor to pine Notice of 
ah must reach Pritchard & Co, Painters’ Hall, Little Trinity lane, London, XL; 
later than 6 u’clock in the afternoon of April 23 
Carpmon Sreamsaip Co, Limirep (in VoLuntrary Liquipation) —Creditors are Pat. 
on or before May 24, to send their names and com, and the particulars 
debts or claims, to Edwin J enkins, 116, The Exchange, Cardiff 
ne Oh, Leaan — are —- , — May 14, to sen’ their 
resses, and the particulars o debta or claims, to Charles 
Frederick Burton. 27, Nicholas In 
New reed nt the S eons —By an 4 made by wanes, Ge Jan 16, it 
was orde: t the volun winding up of the y be continu 
Danes inn, Strand, solors for the petner ° — sesneeeins 


London Gasette.—Turspay, April 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luaarep im CHancery. 

4b ZS Giovms), LimitEp Gn Joumerne)—- Onion are ey on or 

fore send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
claims to E G. Davies, 1, Lombard ct = 

4xouo-Forricn Ixvestuent Corporation, Limrrep — Petn for winding uo, presented 
April 12, directed to be heard on April 24, Ward & Co, 7, King st, Cheapside, sotors for 
=. ee Se pearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 

noon 0 


Avxovo-WesTRaLian ee ELOPMENT SYNDICATE, agen mm Fy required, on 
before May 22, to send thei: names and ad the particulate of their debts and 
Claims, to Augustus Cecil Weller. 9, Fenchurch st 


| Bypormscas Vamos Sywpicate, Limrrep—Creditors are poy e on or before May me 
os —% names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
4 Holmes, Portiand rd, Newcastle on Tyne. Gresham & Co, Old Jouy cuuien, 


a to liquidator 
7 Solemmane Goto Mixes, Limirep—Creditors are ae May 
13, to send their names aod addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to 
Edward Joseph Townsend, 52, Queen Victoria st. Arber & Lewis, Old Jewry chmbrs, 
so.ors to liquidator 
Oak op Co, Liurrep —“reditora 


their names ‘es, 
| Setwndacet 6, Cross st. Manchester oulars of theis debts ot slams, 6, owen 
Genewe Se Corporation. Limirgep—Petn for wis = eee April i 
5 oto on April 24. Waltons & Co. 101, rye ay Noti 
png ee Se ene nee not later than 6 o'clock in afternoon 


ors , ae & Co, Luuitep -Creditors are ey on or before June 1, to send th-ir 
gpaes ont ofivemm, and Ge ulars of debts or claims, to George William 
T. wnend, Goole. Hind & « role, mo to liquidator 

Towranna Gop Minzs oF Sheen Avustaatia, Laoutep (1x Liqguipation)—Creditors 
are required, anole ae to send their names snd addreeses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Birchalls, 85, Geacecharch st, solors for liquid stor 

Universat Corporation oF WesTern AusTRALia. Liutrep (1x Liquipatiox)}—Creditors 
are required, on or before May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 

of their debts or claims, to Bircha'ls, 86, Gracechurch st, solors fr liquidator 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Craim. 

London Gazette,—Fripay, April 5. 


AILEY, JoHN Rann, Nice, France oe 3 Comyns. Gracechurch s 

| JARNETT, SamveE., Leominster, atag 13 Bird so. Co. ‘ory inn sq 
} 

| 4 





3asseTT, Grorce Herserr, Sh ‘May Gilson, She‘fi 
3ENNETT, Ann STOCKS, dpe vs May 4 Buck & Co, oe Sotheess 
| Berrorp, Grorck Montacu Batuproucu, Trafalgarsq Mayi15 Golding & Hargrove, 


Cannon st 

| Bincuam, Cuartes Henry, Sheffield, Silver Plate Manufactarer August 1 Ryalls & 
Son, Sheffield 

Bowiwa.1, Sopuia EvizaBetu. Boutnany 4 Cronia 4 ioe Tie 


vRRows, Henry RussEii 
} en e Ly pean 4 3, radord - ot North’ 

"RTEIS, JANE CHARLOTTY, —~ Sons, Throgmorton st 

RTIS, CHARLES Wi LIAM, Medstead” Hants, Farmer na 25 Shield & Mackarness, 
Ditoy, Francis, Plymouth 
Dowakp, ELLEN, hg pw 
Doy.e, Mary Any, Eccles 
Eccizs, ARTHUR SyMoxs, iiriford st, Ree 
Fiercrer, Witu14m, Brixton oo 
Fraser, Many Ann, Forest Gate, my Be \May 3 Hughes & Sons, Bedford st, Covent 
Harcreaves, Ann Pihee Beni. nr Manchestar April 26 Holt & Co, Manchester 
Hanvig,.Wannag, ‘Cheltenham v 15 Somes & Pag Gloucester 
Jopuix, Louisa, Cheyne watk, Chelsea May 31 Stuckey & Co, Brighton 
JosErn, Right Hon Sonn Baptists, Wenge, 7 Bucks May id Witham & Co. Gray’s ian sq 
Kinton, Joun Joseru, Leamington, Warwick J 8 Bal & Woodhouse 
Lixneun Wit.iam, Manch+ster, Merchant May 1 “see & Manchester 
Moore. WiLuiaM James © ui June 24 McLaran, Cheltenham 
Rnuopss, Tsomas, eg a mys & Padiey, » 
Savack, Apranam, Caw Yorks, Potato Merchant May 1 oy & Dodsworth York 
Scorr, a Janz, Trimdon Grange Colliery, Durham May Langley, Stockton oa 
Gunn, I Hewry, , Sand Merchant May 2 7 me & Bon, Saase 
SripparD, MarTua. stratford May 18 Sugden & 
Tuorp, Mary Any, Leeds May 7 Barnett & Shirer, m, wallog Be 
TuaRNBULL, Grorce WI. A East lowe, aay ‘May 1 _ aN st 
Verity. Hannan, Pudsey, Yorks, Cabinet mah! Baoks & ee ae — 
‘agp. Freperick, MA, "Windermere May 15 a 


easmmenn. Henry, Romford. Miller May9 Hunt f= ay 
Wraca, Henry, Cambridge Heatn, Baker May li Pedley & Co, Bush laxe 





lor, Tinsola's inn fletde 


Alresford, Hants 
ao a Apel & gt 
Fenton, Josern, Barmby on the Marah 
Goole 
How .anp, E.izasetsH Parsons, Oxford June? 
Mityr, Mancaret, Bove, Sussex ay RA Nye & Treacher, Brighton 








Waknine TO INTENDING Hovse Purncuaserns anp Lessees.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Tested and Reported = by an by from The Sanitary 


Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee 





Berry & Puitiips, LimiTRD —Creditors are required, or or before A 16. to send their 
Dames and acdresses. and the lara of their debts or claims. William Henry 
Vale, Ramsden sq, Barrow ia Furness Townsend, solor to the quid stor 


** Sanitation,’”’ London. 


quoted on receipt of full particulars Established 25 years. Telegrams, 
Telephone, ‘‘ No. 316 Westminster.’’—[Apvr.} 











~ 
BANK TCY SES Rexs, Srerury Davin Moaxvexth, Pembroke, Licensed | Brown, James, Sunderland, Electrical Engineer April 19 
cgi ag ig ag Victualler Pembroke Pet April’ 10 Ord | atS Off Reo, 95, John st, Sunderland 
.—Frivay, jor April 3) at 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Sutcuirre, Frepeaick Cuaries, Halifax, Cabinet Maker . wants seen Gan a pei 
Halifax Pet apeil Cover, Hxay Ourvon, Worthing April 25 at 3.30 Off 


Asxitacr, Davip, New Shildon, Detam, Jeweller | Terry, Epmunp Ricuarp, 
Durham Pet March 21 Ord April 4 Pet 


10 Od April 10 
Buoy, Frep, Bolton, Jeweller Bolton Pet April 10 | Turspper, Joserpa W111, Liverpool. Sieneees Victu ul er 
Ord april 10 Liverpool Pet Ap:it 10 Ord april 10 


ate Dealer Can- Bre, 4, Pavilion 


Cooxk, JEssizk —, forte, ‘Hosier April 19 at 11,30 





Bovroner, Wiitiam ALFRED T m, Devon, Grocer | Tyrnpa.t, Joszrn, Barrow in Furness, Baker Barrow in Piymou 
’ ’ + . th 
Exeter Pet april10 Ord April 10 Furness Pet April10 Ord April 10 a “howtos ze es ineral Water 
Bocksawx, James Hannisoy, Brook Green, Vocalist High | Wooe, an ‘rsa ington, ‘Gumpert, Auctioncer ae Apri! 19 at 11 6, + ver, Ply- 
De ae are ‘Gosraul, Dullter Rochoter Pet ‘© oe Ey B ST: va an a 
. Be uilder raTaR, E i 
Goat 16 Ors Apri 10 | Ord April 10 ’ - et 
ae APH 0 Oak ne aatine House Keeper Bris'cl Pot;  ssmsnted note substituted for that published in the | Fussay Antavn isaue anit h. froamonger April 
1LLIAM THOMAS _ . Acrefasir, Denb dy rg 
rezham. et oer —e cr Simuzy, Raven, Gloucester Glouoester Pet Feb 27 Oud | Gnsxy, Loon . = cele Agha Bab 
Hatt, omesox, Darlington sharebroker Stockton Staffs, Scrap Iron Merchant 
Jones, Hie Eup March 5 ed apeli 4 ge degree — ory Reo, Wolverhampton st, Dudiey — 
om 3% Anglesey, Builder Bangor | Auras, Jenn Ox Suffield, —_ Labourer April 20 at 12 pMaN. Bpwix Caaaces, Tunbridge Wells, Tooacconist 
Mises, Sinay Axicr, oy Licensed Victualler BuinkHory, ng wvbolon, 3 Jeweller April 24 at 11 Of mee tae hile Protenr of Music April 
Monnicr. Grorcr Lavan, Gre Gres Merchant High | Bov alae WILLIAM > a Topsham. Devons, Grover | J ty + w : Coraift, Butcher April 22 at 11 
Vourt Pet March 7 Ord A. 95 at 10.30 Off Reo, 13, Bedford cihcas, Exeter | 7““6Ss ABtuUE ma 





Pransox, 4 ‘WB, Palmerston bid Con 
Court “Pet March 23 sen be — ati2 117, 








april es Mary a, 
ane, ry P, SMa a Geen ot Medicine | Jayasex, Jouaxy Cunistiax ADoLen, | orl Merchant 


April 99 at 13 







| 
| 
{ 
| 
} 
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JounsTONE, Carty, Cleveland sem | St James’s April 24 at 
ll 


Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Jorpvax, Wii114Mm, Nottingham, Fishm April 22 at 
12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, N gham 

Licutroot, Jouyx, Gateshead, Printer April 19 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Masszy, Atrrep, and Wit1i1amM Joun Massey, Newport, 
Salop. Engineers April 22at12 Wright & Westhead, 
1, Martin st, Stafford 

Moss. cama Crewe, General Dealer April 19 at 10.30 
Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Perry, Wit11am, Whitchurch, Salop, Dealer in Machinery 
April 19 at 11 Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Prvpar, Jonx. Rotherham Yorks, Gocew April 22 at 12 
Off Ree, Figtree lane. Sheffield 

Price, Joszrs, and Apert Pricr, Oakengates, Salop, 
Bakers May lat 1180 County Court Ottice, Madeley 

Rirron. Gzorcz, Rotherham, Yorks, Steel Worker April 
22 at 12.8¢ Off Reo, Fiatree lane, Shr flield 

RussEx., James, Dudley, Worca April 19 at 3 Off Ree, 
Wolverhampton st. Dudley 

Saxtox, AtrreD Harry, Norwich, Cabinet M«ker April 

8 bs ag a Audion Mart. eg yd, — : . 

UTE, JOHN a! man April 19 a 

1280 Off Rec, Endless st, Sali*bary 

Butciirrz, Freperick Cuaruxs, Halitax. Cabinet Maker 
April 24at3 Off Rec. Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Warren, 8, Parkstone, Dorset April 19 at 1 Off Rec, 
Endless st. 


Salisbury 

er et Paemee, | Middlewich, Fellmonger April 19 

at ll Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Tae, , ~~ Tuomas Osporne, Sunderland, Grocer 
April 19 at 330 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Witsox, Tuomas, Kingsten upon Hull, Picture Frame 
Maker April 19 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, 


Woon, Joun Henry, Chesterfield, Brewer's Agent April 19 


at2.15 Angel flotel. Chesterfi eld 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Arxixson, Tuomas Lawrence, eee, Solicitor 


Bradford Pet March 20 Ord April 1 
BuixcHogn. Fraep, Bolton, Jeweller Bolton Pet April 10 
Ord april 10 


Boutcuer, Witt1am Atreep, Topsham, Devons, Grocer 
Ex Pet April10 Ord April 10 

Brocepanx, James Harzison, Brook Green, Vocalist 
High Court Pet April 4 Ord 4pril 10 

Baoors. Wiruiam P, Porth, Glam. Doctor of Medicine 
Cardiff Pet Jan 25 Ord April1 

Davies, Jonn Ruystep, Lianrbysted. Cardigans, Provision 
Merchant High Court Pet Feb 14 Ond April 4 

De Wanrpr. Tuomas, Gravesend, Bulder Rochester Pet 
April 10 Ord April 10 

ee nee Orr, Falhtm High Court Pet Jan1 

rd il 10 

@witiiam, Toomas Brxsamiy, Acrefair, Denbighs, Grocer 
Wrexham Pet Avril 4 Ord April 4 

Joxgs. Hvex, Brynsiencyn, aro, Builder Bangor 
Pet April 10 Ord April 1 

ENJAMIN et Birmingham, 

Pet March 25 Ord April 10 

Los, Pretzr. and Atrrep Saveraus. Greek at, Soho, 

Artistic Decorators High Court Pet March 1 Ord 


April 4 
—~" mae Clapham rd High Court Pet Nov 23 


Rye, Rosert, yy med ng Wheelwright High Court 
Pet Feb 22 Ord April 

Sutcuirrg, Frepericx ER + we Cabinet Maker 
Halifax Pet april4 Ord April 4 

Tzrry, Epuunp Ricuarp, Ramegate, Cattle Dealer 
Canterbury Pet April 10 Ord April 10 

Tarepver, Josera WititaM. Liverpool, a Victualler 
Liverpool Pet Apritlv Ord April 10 

— | St James’s st High Court Pet Jan 7 

pri 
Waeves. Pows.., Finsbury cireus, Solicitor High Court 


Pet Feb 28 Ord April 4 
Wooo, Joszrx. Workington, Cumberland, Auctioneer 
Wor ton Pet Ap:il6 Ord April 6 
London Gazerte.-—Turspay, April 16. 
Ps ‘ ee ORDERS. 
PPLEGATE, JamMEs nloch st, Hornsey rd h 
Pe Pet ~—_ 15 Ord April 13 ‘ raga 
TKINSON, FREDERICK, _ Solicitor Hasti: Pet 
April li Ord Aprilil poke 
Bayes, Eorrrox Cmonene Avevstvus, Henley on Thames, 
Ki Pet Jan 29 Ord March 9 
Barweit, Gzorcrz, Herongate, nr Brentwood, Grocer 


Letts, Plumber 


Cou't Pet March 19 Ord April 13 
Bextiey, Wittiam Ropinson, loucester, Grocer 
_ Pet April 12 Fo April 12 
Braviey, Atrrep, Owner Leeds Pet 
March 29 Ord April 10 —" - . 


—_— oe po Hewny, Britonferry Neath Pet April 12 


April 12 
Browx, Tuomas, Kingston upon Hull, Timber Merchant 
uon Hull Pet ch 28° Ord April 11 
mr Pheer Porteea Hants Portsmouth Pet April 11 


Cattacnax, Anruur, Blackburn, Undertake 
abet ay bey “wd er r Blackburn 
Lims, Prank Portela e. Su » Ho 
Pet March 14 Ord april 1 2 ee 
Conriztp Jouyx Ho.tincsworrn, Cardiff, a Mer- 
ebant -ardiff Pet April1i Ord A 
o—- & - Cardiff, Drapers Card Pet March 19 


aa? a,‘ vase pl, Kensington High Court Pet 


Seman Tuomas, Bolt 5 vision 
Pet April11 Ord April 11 _ yeti: 


Gawnsicurrr. Cuartes Coxrap, Cleved Tempera: 
Hotel Proprietor Bristol a Ord ‘April 11 
— Norwich, B Norwich Pet April 13 
Com, jomas Groncr, Coventry, Build 
Pet April4 Ord Aprili2. al ies 
OexExnaLcH, Tuomas, Nelson, Lancs, Fruit Merchant 
Pet April 11 Ord April 1] 





Gonnaweee, 3 Tuomas, Halifax,Grocer Halifax Pet April 


April 11 
me... gonty Eendipedl, Builder Preston Pet 
March 29 a 
Hott, G@ H, jurance 


Avonmore . W Kensington, I 
Broker High Court png 81 Ord fe 2 
oe eeeeirential Pet April i ord a 
on e 
Kaye, Unian, Bradford, ee Apt zat Pet 
April 11 Ord Apel i 
KEtu1z, Cen Liverpool, Watchmaker Liverpool Pet 
March Ord April 11 
Lakin, pode Henry, Bewdley, Noe Saddier Kidder- 
minster Pet April 11 Ord April 11 
Mason, James Doveias Carrier, Petersham, Surrey, 
Clerk Wandsworth Pet Feb9 Ord April 11 
Mowuntaix, Percivat, Kingston upon Hull, Vaccination 
Fem 3 Kingston upon Hull Pet April 12 
pril 12 
Payster, Tomas Surru, Clarendon rd, Holland Park av. 
facturers’ Agent High Court Pet Apri!11 Ord 


April 11 
ee Grorce Txcmas, and Wiison Rosiyson, 
Soothill York, Dyer Dewsbury Pet April 10 Ord 


Barc > eg W 8, & Co, Bistce, Boat Builders Brentford 
Pet March 7 Ord April 12 

Szewarp, Wiii1am, Greenhill rd, Harlesden, Stock and 
remit a High Court Pet March 12 Ord 

pam Sreruen Henry, tteyete, Confectioner York 
Pet April 10 Ord April 10 

Srocxer, James, Swan st. Southwark High Court Pet 
March 16 Ord April 11 

WALKER, seme and Jonn WALKER, jun, Barnstaple Barn- 
staple Pet April4 Ord April 13 

Watters, Henry, Newport, Mon, Bootmaker Newport, 
Mon Pet 18 Ord April 13 

WESTMORELAND. JOHN ae orsforth, nr Leeds Leeds 
Pet April 11 Ord April1 

Waite. ber Bath, + Bath Pet March 30 
Ord April 12 


Witsy, Ropert, and A.sert Wixsy. Leicester, Boot 
Manufseturers Leicester Pet April12 Ord April 12 

Wiicox, Epwarp Martin, Wiesbaden rd, Stoke Newington, 
Mercantile Clerk High Court Pet April 18 Ora 

pr 

Wicttams, Tuomas Jenkin, Neyland, Pembroke, Grocer 
Pembroke Dock Pet April 11 Ord April 12 

Wisckier, Heryry, Forest Hill, Commission Agent 

Greenwich Pet April11 Ord Ap:il 11 

Wootr, L. & Co, Duke st, Spitalfields, a. eens 
High Court Pet March 21 Ord April 1 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

AsprnaLt, Witiiam, Ashton under Lyne. Grocer April 24 
at230 Off Rec. Byrom st, Manchester 

Avery, Cuartes King’s Norton, Worcester, Chaff Dealer 
April 24at11 174, ration st, Birmingham 

Bagnetr, Davin, Birmi Manager of a Company 

April 2%at11 174, Corporation st, Hirmingham 

Brocxsank James Harrison, Brook Green, Vocalist 
April 25 at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs Carey 

Bucxtey, Joux, Portsmouth April 23 ~ | 3 Off Rec, 
Cambridge junc. High st. Portsmouth 

Carzy JoszrpH Wituiamson, Aintree, nor Liv 
Solicitor April 24 at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liv 


Crank Artaur W, stebur, Bucks April 23 at 3.30 
1, 8t. Aldate’s, Oxford 

Cots, Jouy, Mortlake, Pork Butcher April 28 at 12.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Cow.ine. Witt1am Dudleyport, Braifs April23 at12 Off 
Rec. 4, Castle pl. Park st, Nottingham 

Craiac, JaMEs, a. nr Welwyn, Farmer April 25 at 
11.80 Ch Co rge st. Luton 

De Warprt, Tuomas, “ee, Builder ‘Aprit 2) at 10.30 
115, High st, Rochester 

Exprrpce JosePn, Ospri Kent, Carman May 2at9 

Off Rec, 68, Castile st, Janterbury 

E..cort, Joseps Jackson. Liverpool, Meat Salesman 
April 25 at 10.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st. Liverp»ol 

Farrciover, Tuomas, Ton within Bolton, Provision 
Dealer April 25at3 Off Rec, Exchange st, Bolton 

Gawniciiryt, CHArtes Conrap, Clevedon, Somerset. 
sang eronce Hotel Proprietor April 24 at 1145 Off 

Rec. Baldwin st, Bristol 

Goss, Cuarues, Bristol, Eating House|Keeper April 24 at 
12 Off Rec, Baldwin st, “~~ 

GreENwoop, ‘THomas, Halifax, Grocer April 24 at 3.80 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, ra Halifes 

Hau, Joun Tuompson, n, Gharebvober April 25 
»t11 North-Eastern Hotel, Darlin; 

Hasvam, Jonn Riverr, Gloucester, General Dealer April 
23at12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Hott. G H, Avonmore gdns Wi Kensington, Insurance 
Broker April 30at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey at 

Howe.tt, Sipyey Witrreep. Wotver ton. Corn 
Merchent April 24at10 Off Rec. Wolverh «mpton 

Kaye, Unian, Bradford, Wool Merchant April 24 at 11 
Off Rec. 31, Manor row, ford 

Kent, Cuarces. Stratton 8t Margaret, nr Swindon, Baker 
April 24 at11 Off Rec, 38. Regent circus, Swindon 

Lancaster. Herpert, and ‘Samvgt Beries », Birkenhead, 
Boat a April 24at12 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, 


Live 
eit pansaians, Contractor April 25 at 12 


LEpGEr, 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Lez, April 23 at 11.80 24, 


Rosest, "Opariton, a, 
Railway app. London 
Letts, Bexs amin WattEp, Birmingham, | Plumber April 
26at11 174, Corp 
Lues. James Micnar. “Ara R, eae Glos. Licensed 
Victualler April 23 at 8 Off Rec, Station rd, 


Gloucester 

Mason, Sagan Auson, B Bolton, Licensed Victualler April 
%at8 Off Rec, Exchange st, Bolton 

Monzice, Gzeorcz Lever, Gresham st, Merchant April 29 
at ll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Payne. Jonny Wynx, Kingswinford, Sigh a, Fo ne 23 at 


1.30 W B Skelding, Auctioneer, High at, Stourbridge 


on 











Possyett, Tom Carias, Gt Wi 
Dealer 


Leicesters, Boot 

April 48 at 12.30 Sr Rec, 1, Berridge st, 

Puppy, Natsamiz, Srrove, and Cuartes Cuick Cox, 
Boot ‘Manutacturers April 24 


24 at 

l. Off Rec, Waldeie st. B 

Surrsvil' Isaac, Hanlev, Staffs, riDabinet Manufactarer 
April 24 at 11.80 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

SHORLAND, oo —— In April 24at12 Bank. 

ruptcy 8 

Sipyey, coaeneen Skeldergate, Yorks, Confectioner 
April 24 at 12.16 Of Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

SILveR, —%" and Henry Siiven, Rivington at, 

Curtain rd, Manufacturing Uphoisterers April 25 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

SrEePHens, po gy a Keeper April 24 at3 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 

Sroxes, FaReperick, Worksop, Notts, Auctione:r April 
25 at 12 ff Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Terry, Epwunp Ricnarp, Ramegate, Vattle ~ aler May 2 
at 9.30 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbur 

THEurER, CHARLES ALBERT, Mason’s ay, Basingball st, 
nye Victualler April 26 at 12 Bavkruptcy bldgs, 

Tuoater, Joun Evans, Birmingham April 24at12 174, 
Corporation st, Birmingham 

Weir, Caarizs, Reading, Furniture Dealer April 25 at 
3 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Wiey, Rosert, and Arzert Wisy, Leicester, Boot 
Manufacturers Aprii 23 at 8 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 
Leicester 


Winprep, Wri11am, Brockley April 24 at 11 
bldgs, Carey st 

Winnatt, Toomas, Wolverhampton, Decorator 
at9.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

WInTER, Grorce, Bristol, Grocer April 24at3 Off Ree, 
Baidwin st, Brist: 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Aguiracez, Davin, New Shildon, Durham, Jeweller Durham 
Pet March 21 Ord April 12 

ATKINSON, FREDERICK, oe Solicitor Hastings Pet 
Aprilll Ord April1 

Benriey, WituiaM eae. Gloucester, Grocer Glouces‘er 
Pet April12 Ord April 12 

Bowman, Gzorcr Josepu, Approach rd, Victoria park. 
Glass Merchant High Court Pet March 6 Fut 
A 


pril 13 
Branpon, KsTHER ELLEN, Bickenhall 1 Portmansg 
High Court Pet March8 Ord April 13 
Baiecut, THomas Henry, Britonferry Neath Pet April 12 
Ord Aprii 12 
Browy, Wittiam, Chancery la, Glass Merchant High 
Court Pet March 27 Ord April 12 
Bucktey, Joun. Portsea, Hants Portsmouth Pet April 
1t Ord April 1t 
CaLLAGHAN. ARTHUR. Blackburn, Undertaker Blackburn 
Pet April 11 Ord April 11 
CuERRYMAN, Feuix JAMES, Sayan, | aed Butcher 
Brighton Pet March 27 Ord April 
C.agke, AnTHony, 8S Norwood, ~* ‘3 Traveller 
ydon Pe: March 28 Ord April 4 
CorFisLp, Joun Ho.iineswortu, Cardiff, racine: 
chant Cardiff Pet April1l Ord April 1 
Craic. James, Codicute, nr Welwyn, Herts, Saati Lutoa 
Pet Feb 21 Ord April 11 
De Bureu, Utick Joun Rurser, Gower st High Court 
Pet Feb 1 Ord April 18 
Forrescur, Wittiam Lewis Bateman, Orliogbury, North- 
ampton, Farmer Northampton Pet March 12 Ord 


April 13 
Friepman, Emit, Tol Court -. Wire Jeweller 
Brigoton Pet March 29 Ord April 13 


Baakruptey 
April % 


Gant, Bensamiy. Norwich, Builder Norwich Pet April 
13 Ord 13 
GreENHALGH, Tuomas, Nelson, Fruit Merchant Burnley 


Pet april11 Ord April 11 

GrEezNwoop, Txomas, ole, Grocer Halifax Pet 
April Ord April 12 

HowE 11, Sipney WILFzep, Staffs, Corn psochent Wolver- 
hampton Pet March 22 Ord April 11 

Hueau1, Atrgep Gerorcz, New peengten, Keat 
Roche Pet Moseh » 18 oa April 

Kaye, Unian, Bradford, Wool Merchant ® pradford Pet 
Aprilil Ord April 11 

Lakin, Joun Henry, Bawdley, Wassstant, Saddler 
Kiddermuster Pet April 11 "ord April 

Lez, Rosert. Charlton, Tailor Greenwich Pet March 11 

rd April 10 

Mason, SARAH pus0m, Deansgate, ee Victualler 
Bolton Pet March 29 Ord April 11 

Merre, CATHERINE Janz, Harborne, Staffs, Licensd 
Victuailer Birmingham Pet April 4 Ord April 12 

Mounrais, Percrvat, Kingston on Hull, Vaccinatin 
Officer Kingston on Huli Pet April 12 Ord april 12 

Pay yaa) Tuomas Suit, Holland Park av, Manufacturer’s 

High Court Pet Aprilil Ord April 11 

ona ANGELO —_ Wood Green Edmonton 
Pet Feb 11 Ord April 10 

Sipyey, Steruen Henry, eS York, Confectioner 
York Pet April i0 Ord A 

THompeson, a Leicester, Mab Proprietor Leicester 
Pet March 28 Ord april 12 

WALTERS. SS. Pye ay Bootmaker Newport, Mon 

A 

Pet april 13 pri we nt 


bier a teagan Dorset Poole 

26 L 

Weneucemanoone Paomas, Horsforth, nr Leeds Leeds 
P 


Ord Aprii 1 

Wizsy, nll and Some 'Witsy, Leicester, Boot 
ufacturers Leicester Pet april 12 Ord April 12 
Witcox, Epwarp ae | Sree Nowe a a. 9 mae 

Clerk Court Pet Apr ry ril 
WInckies, engy, Cannon st, oietes Agent 

Greenwich | Pet April iL Oxa April ae. 
PRoviNctaL FIRM of Solicitors “Desire 
to very confidently recommend as Agent a young 


London Practitioner distinguished ia aad County 
Court matters.--Devox, care of «Golintbors’ Journal, ’ 
27, Chancery-lane. 
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